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Although firms extensively use public recognition for high-performing employees, prior academic 
studies do not find beneficial effects of public recognition (versus private) on employee behavior. 
I utilize a laboratory experiment to investigate this apparent disconnect by investigating the 
strength of employee social bonds, and how it moderates the effect of recognition visibility on 
employees’ pre- and post-recognition behavior. Consistent with prior studies, I find that when 
weak social bonds exist, public recognition does not result in more beneficial employee behavior 
than from private recognition. However, when strong social bonds exist, public recognition (versus 
private) results in greater employee effort to achieve recognition and a more positive response to 
recognition. Overall, this study offers a potential explanation for the extensive use of public 
recognition in practice and has implications for the implementation of employee recognition 
programs – suggesting managers should consider the state of employee relationships before 
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Several studies in accounting and economics examine the effects of employee recognition 
programs on employee behavior (e.g., Burke, Hecht, and Stern 2017; Frey and Gallus 2017; 
Bradler, Dur, Neckermann, and Non 2016; Kube, Maréchal, and Puppe 2012). A key decision 
managers face when implementing such programs is the extent to which recognition is publicized 
to others (“recognition visibility”). For instance, employees often receive private recognition from 
their direct supervisors during one-on-one meetings. Other types of recognition are more 
publicized, like those announced department-, organization-, or association-wide, for example. 
Evidence from practice suggests that organizations extensively use highly-visible recognition, and 
such use is associated with higher business performance (Gallup 2016; Northcoast 2015; 
WorldatWork 2015, 2013; Bersin 2012). While this evidence is consistent with greater recognition 
visibility motivating positive employee behavior, existing academic literature in accounting and 
economics suggests that recognition visibility has little effect on employee behavior (e.g., Wang 
2017; Gerhards and Siemer 2016). One over-arching purpose of my study is to investigate the 
source of this apparent disconnect. Specifically, I investigate how recognition visibility and 
employee social bonds interact to influence employees’ pre- and post-recognition behavior. 
Social bonds refer to employees’ subjective sense of interpersonal closeness or 
connectedness with others (Elliott, Grant, and Hodge 2018; Kadous, Leiby, and Peecher 2013). 
Prior research has shown that social bonds influence employee behavior (e.g., Bandiera, Barankay, 
& Rasul 2005, 2009, 2010) and that firms often promote environments that lead employees to 
develop varying degrees of social bond strength (e.g., Newman, Stikeleather, and Waddoups 
2016). Within this study, I investigate the effects of a social bond that has received limited attention 
in the academic literature: the bond between employees and the observers of recognition. An 
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employees’ social network may include many unique social bonds (e.g., between the employee 
and their manager, between peer-level employees, between the employee and their subordinates, 
etc.). When considering the effects of recognition visibility, an important consideration is the 
social bond that exists between the employee and those that observe the recognition. That is, when 
deciding on the extent of recognition visibility, the manager is essentially deciding on the set of 
individuals who will observe the recognition. Thus, my study is motivated by the need to 
understand the effects of employees’ relationships with those observing recognition when 
managers are deciding on the extent of recognition visibility.  
Another motivation for my study is to develop a more holistic understanding of the 
implications of recognition visibility. Prior studies have mainly focused on pre-recognition 
behavior (i.e., employees’ behavior to achieve recognition). Despite the importance of pre-
recognition behavior, recognition is not provided in a temporal vacuum, and may have implications 
for employee behavior after recognition is provided. That is, how an employee perceives the 
receipt of recognition may have implications for their subsequent behavior. Thus, to more fully 
understand the potential implications of employee recognition, I consider a broader range of 
employee behavior, including how employees respond to recognition (i.e., post-recognition 
behavior).  
To develop my hypotheses, I rely on prior accounting and psychology theory. Receiving 
recognition should increase an individual’s self-esteem by signaling to its recipient that he/she 
compares favorably to others (Suls and Wheeler 2000; Brown, Ferris, Heller, and Keeping 2007). 
Recognition can also increase an individual’s self-esteem when the recognized individual knows 
that others are aware of that individual’s favorable standing (i.e., when recognition is provided 
publicly). However, the latter effect is likely moderated by social bonds. Specifically, as social 
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bonds strengthen, the opinions of others should be valued at a relatively higher degree. Thus, I 
predict that the effect of potential public (versus private) recognition on employees’ pre-
recognition effort is more positive when stronger social bonds exist.  
 I also develop theory related to employees’ post-recognition behavior (i.e., how employees 
respond after they have received recognition). Prior research on individuals’ desire and propensity 
to reciprocate suggests that the value employees receive from recognition will determine how they 
respond to the recognizing manager (Caliendo, Fossen, and Kritikos 2012; Chen, Chen, and 
Portnoy 2009; Stanca, Bruni, and Corazzini 2009; Falk and Fischbacher 2006; Fehr and Falk 2002; 
Rabin 1993). Such responses are likely to vary with the opportunities to reciprocate in different 
settings; however, a key mechanism is a behavior that benefits the recognizing manager. Given 
that public recognition is valued higher (i.e., via its positive effect on self-esteem) than private 
recognition, the employee’s propensity to reciprocate recognition should be positively correlated 
with recognition visibility. However, as discussed above, the effect of recognition visibility is 
likely moderated by the strength of social bonds. Thus, I predict that the effect of providing public 
(versus private) recognition on recognized employees’ responses is more positive when stronger 
social bonds exist.   
I tested my theory using a 2x2 laboratory experiment. The experiment utilized participants 
in designated roles as managers and employees. Similar to Kachelmeier and Van Landuyt (2017), 
I manipulated the strength of social bonds by varying whether participants completed an ancillary 
estimation task individually (weaker social bonds) or with other participants that would later 
observe recognition (stronger social bonds). After the social bonds manipulation, participants were 
transitioned into the focal experiment and performed a real-effort data-input task. High-performing 
employees received recognition for their efforts on the data-input task. I manipulated recognition 
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visibility by varying whether the recognition was visible only to the individual recipient (private 
recognition) or to all participants in the experimental session (public recognition). After 
recognition was provided, participants performed a follow-up task that allowed them to provide 
direct benefits to their manager (via an allocation of valuable resources) at a personal cost to 
themselves. My key dependent variables were employees’ performance on the main task (i.e., pre-
recognition effort) and the extent to which employees allocated their personal resources to benefit 
their manager (i.e., post-recognition response). 
I find support for my prediction regarding the moderating influence of social bonds on the 
effect of recognition visibility on employees’ pre-recognition effort. Specifically, when employees 
have stronger social bonds, they provide more effort to achieve public recognition than to achieve 
private recognition. However, there is no beneficial effect of public recognition when employees 
have weaker social bonds. I also find support for my prediction related to employees’ post-
recognition behavior. Specifically, when employees have strong social bonds, they respond more 
positively to their manager when they receive public recognition than when they receive private 
recognition. However, when employees have weak social bonds, their responses to public or 
private recognition are no different.  
Additionally, I provide supplemental analyses investigating alternative explanations, the 
behavior of non-recognized employees, and the effects of individual characteristics. I do not find 
support for alternative explanations regarding differences in spillover affect or group identity 
across conditions. Results for non-recognized employees suggest that when recognition is 
provided to another employee, other employees respond similarly, regardless of recognition 
visibility and social bond strength. Finally, I find that the effects of recognition visibility and social 
bond strength differ across certain individual characteristics. This evidence suggests that managers 
5 
 
may benefit from identifying employee individual characteristics before making decisions 
regarding recognition visibility.  
Collectively, these results suggest that the use of public recognition (versus private 
recognition) has a beneficial effect on employees’ behavior when provided in a setting where 
employees have stronger social bonds. Employees will increase their effort to achieve recognition 
and respond more positively after receiving recognition. Furthermore, firms may achieve these 
benefits without experiencing negative repercussions from employees who do not receive 
recognition. This more comprehensive view of the effects of recognition visibility has significant 
implications for practitioners who are considering the use of employee recognition programs. In 
particular, my study informs firms of the implications of efforts to promote the “social side” of 
work environments, and the resulting development of stronger social bonds (e.g., “open-door” 
policies, open floor plans, or broad and significant employee interaction) (e.g., Newman et al. 
2016; Bandiera et al. 2010; Carroll and Teo 1996; Napier and Ferris 1993). Furthermore, my study 
informs firms that have not experienced favorable reactions to the use of public recognition, and 
implicitly suggests that the state of – or dynamics within – the firm’s social environment may need 
to be addressed before accruing the expected benefits of public employee recognition. 
Importantly, my study also contributes to the growing body of accounting literature on 
employee recognition programs (e.g., Burke et al. 2017; Wang 2017; Frey and Gallus 2017; Kube 
et al. 2012). Most notably, my theory contributes to understanding the role that social bonds play 
in moderating the effects of recognition visibility. This enhanced understanding helps reconcile 
the disconnect between accounting practice and prior academic literature, where prior studies 
found no effect of recognition visibility on employee behavior (e.g., Wang 2017; Gerhards and 
Siemer 2016). Specifically, my study demonstrates that when social bonds are strong, public 
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recognition provides additional pre- and post-recognition benefits in comparison to private 
recognition, and thus is consistent with the widespread use of public recognition in practice.  
Interestingly, my findings may also help reconcile the recognition literature with studies in 
the relative performance information (“RPI”) literature, the latter of which finds that publicly-
disclosed (versus privately-disclosed) RPI has a positive effect on employee effort (Hannan, 
McPhee, Newman, and Tafkov 2013; Tafkov 2013). This discrepancy leaves a gap in the literature 
regarding the effects of a manager’s decision regarding the extent of visibility of performance 
information, and under what conditions social comparison and employee self-esteem influence 
employees’ behavior. My research fills the gap between these literature streams by introducing the 
role of social bonds as a potential explanation for the conflicted findings: the RPI studies modeled 
settings where stronger employee social bonds likely existed, hence increasing the effects of 
social-comparison and employee self-esteem on employee behavior.  
Finally, the literature investigating organizational based self-esteem (“OBSE”) also 
benefits from the theory developed in my study. This literature examines the role of self-esteem in 
a variety of organizational contexts (e.g., Pierce and Gardner 2004; Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, 
and Dunham 1989). OBSE studies have shown that self-esteem at work is positively correlated 
with employee attributes that are important to the success of a firm, such as job performance, job 
satisfaction, commitment to the organization, and employee retention (e.g., see Gardner and Pierce 
2015; Bowling, Eschelman, Wang, Kirkendall, and Alarcon 2010). My paper responds to the call 
of Pierce et al. (1989), that “[researchers] need to learn more about the importance of situational 
factors and the attitudes and behavior of others as antecedents of OBSE and the process for which 
these determinants operate.” My theory suggests recognition program features (i.e., how and where 
managers provide recognition) may be an important determinant of employee self-esteem at work. 
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2. BACKGROUND, THEORY, & HYPOTHESES 
2.1 BACKGROUND LITERATURE 
2.1.1 Employee Recognition Background 
Consistent with Burke et al. 2017, employee recognition is defined as the 
acknowledgement of an employee’s high performance that does not involve an immediate transfer 
of financial or non-financial wealth to the employee. This definition distinguishes employee 
recognition from a recognition that is implicitly or explicitly bestowed upon an employee when 
they are given cash or another tangible asset (Presslee, Vance, and Webb 2013; Long and Shields 
2010; Condly, Clark, and Stolovitch 2003).  
Although, investigation into the effects of financial incentives has been long-standing (e.g., 
Bonner and Sprinkle 2002; Bonner, Hastie, Sprinkle, and Young 2000; Sprinkle 2000), the 
academic investigation into recognition has only recently begun. This gap in the literature becomes 
increasingly apparent given the prevalent use of recognition in organizational contexts and as a 
focus of many practical guides on employee motivation (Cannon 2015; Alexander 2013; The Muse 
2013; Llopis 2012; Pozin 2011; Nelson 2005). The academic literature has begun to fill the gap in 
the literature by comparing the effects of financial versus recognition incentives on employee and 
giver behavior (e.g., Frey & Gallus 2017, 2016). My study takes a deeper dive into recognition, 
investigating how features of a recognition system affect employee behavior. Prior studies have 
investigated the effects of recognition system features, thus, I next summarize this developing 
literature. 
In a field study, Bradler et al. (2014) investigate how recognition influences employee’s 
post-recognition effort. Their study focuses on unanticipated recognition (i.e., surprise 
recognition), and how unanticipated recognition influences both recognized and non-recognized 
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employees’ post-recognition effort towards the task for which recognition was provided. 
Comparing pre- and post-recognition effort levels, they find that after unanticipated recognition, 
employees provide increased effort. Further, they find that non-recognized employees primarily 
drive the increase in effort.  
While Bradler et al. (2014) focus on the effects of unanticipated recognition by comparing 
pre- and post-recognition effort levels, Burke et al. (2017) utilize a laboratory experiment to extend 
the investigation of unanticipated recognition. Burke et al. (2017) compare employees’ responses 
to receiving recognition (anticipated versus unanticipated), and investigate if employees’ 
responses depend on who provides the recognition. They find that recognized employees 
reciprocate recognition to a greater extent when they did not anticipate the receipt of recognition 
(i.e., the recognition came as a surprise). However, this effect was moderated by the recognition 
source; that is, employees reciprocated unanticipated recognition to a greater degree (versus 
anticipated recognition) when recognition was provided by their direct manager in contrast to when 
recognition was provided by the firm.   
While my study also investigates employees’ pre-recognition behavior, similar to Bradler 
et al. (2014) and Burke et al. (2014), I look at how employees’ respond after recognition has been 
provided. I extend the investigation into post-recognition behavior by looking at how different 
features of a recognition program influence employees’ response to the recognition.  Furthermore, 
as discussed above, Bradler et al. (2014) focuses on post-recognition behavior, using pre-
recognition behavior as a benchmark in determining changes in effort: while my study focuses on 
both pre- and post-recognition behavior, separately. Of interest to my study is a broader post-
recognition behavior. Specifically, I focus on a more general behavior – the employee’s overall 
response to the recognition provider. Employees can respond to recognition in many different ways 
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that are independent of the task for which recognition was provided.  For instance, employees can 
increase or decrease their effort on their typical duties (including the task for which they were 
recognized), influence positive or negative morale among other employees, or, more generally, 
direct their behavior in ways that benefit or do not benefit their manager.  
Next, I discuss two studies that research the effect of recognition visibility. Wang (2017) 
utilizes a laboratory experiment to investigate the potential positive and negative aspects of 
employee recognition.  Specifically, the study investigates the productive and counterproductive 
effects of providing non-monetary recognition to employees based on measures of relative 
performance. Utilizing a setting where employees can direct their effort towards actions that 
increase their chances of receiving recognition (productive effects) or towards actions that 
decrease others’ chances of receiving recognition (counterproductive effects), she finds that the 
potential for recognition drives employees to direct effort towards both productive and 
counterproductive actions. In order to better understand the effects of recognition across employee 
types, Wang (2017) also investigates how certain employee personalities may affect individuals’ 
propensity to direct effort towards either productive or counterproductive actions. She finds that 
the potential for recognition leads individuals lower (higher) on the Dark Triad of personalities to 
increase counterproductive (productive) actions.0F1  
Gerhards & Seimer (2016) utilize a laboratory experiment to compare the effects of 
recognition visibility and task type on employee behavior. Specifically, they compare the effects 
of public and private recognition across tasks that are either viewed as low-prestige (a mundane 
and repetitive task with no correlation to success outside of the laboratory) or high-prestige (IQ-
                                                          
1 The Dark Triad Personalities consist of Machiavellianism, narcissism, and psychopathy. See Jones and 
Paulhus (2010) for discussion of the Dark Triad as both individual traits and collectively.  
10 
 
based logic puzzle tasks which have a high correlation with success outside of the laboratory).  
They find that the potential for recognition increases employee effort on the low prestige tasks 
(versus a control condition with no recognition); however, they find no difference in employee 
effort across the public and private conditions. Further, it was found that this recognition-driven 
difference is partially due to individuals’ competitive nature. Next, they discovered that 
recognition increases employee effort and increases employee mistakes (due to a higher pressure 
to perform) in the high-prestige task conditions. Similar to the findings with low-prestige tasks, 
they find no significant effect of recognition visibility in the high-prestige task conditions. Similar 
to Wang (2017) and Gerhards & Seimer (2016), I investigate the effects of recognition visibility 
on employee behavior. The relationship between my study and Wang (2017) and Gerhards & 
Seimer (2016) is further discussed in Section 2.1.2.   
Overall, my study contributes to the growing body of literature on the effects of recognition 
program features on employee behavior.  My study extends this literature stream by investigating 
recognition visibility in combination with the social side of recognition – how employee 
relationships can influence employees’ pre- and post-recognition behavior. Specifically, I 
investigate how the employees’ social bonds, the subjective sense of interpersonal closeness or 
connectedness (Elliott, Grant, and Hodge 2018; Kadous, Leiby, and Peecher 2013), with those that 
observe recognition influence the effect of recognition visibility on employees’ effort to achieve 
recognition and their response to receiving recognition. Although there are many unique social 
bonds among employees (e.g., between the employee and their manager, between peer employees, 
between the employee and their subordinates, etc.), the social bond between the employees and 
those observing the recognition is important when considering recognition visibility. Specifically, 
as the decision to make recognition more or less visible changes the employee’s exposure to others 
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(i.e., those observing the recognition), how the employee feels about those observing recognition 
(i.e., the strength of the social bond) may influence the employee’s desire to achieve recognition 
and their subsequent response to receiving recognition.   
2.1.2 Recognition Visibility Background 
A key decision when providing recognition is the extent to which recognition will be 
publicized to others (“recognition visibility”). Recognition visibility varies significantly in practice 
(Achievers 2016; Gallup 2016; WorldatWork 2013, 2015). For instance, managers can provide 
private recognition to employees in a one-on-one setting, in which recognition visibility to others 
is limited. Managers can also provide public recognition in front of a small subset of employees, 
in which recognition is relatively more visible. Public recognition at a firm event would be 
demonstrating highly-visible recognition. 
Survey evidence suggests more organizations are using recognition programs because such 
programs are believed to motivate beneficial employee behavior (Globoforce 2013; SHRM 2013; 
WorldatWork 2013, 2015). Specifically related to recognition visibility, surveys show highly-
visible recognition is ubiquitous and associated with increased business performance (Northcoast 
2015; Bersin 2012). Surprisingly, prior experimental studies on recognition find that employee 
effort is similar regardless of recognition visibility. As discussed in Section 2.1.1, Wang (2017) 
investigates the influence of public and private recognition on employees’ effort choices. In her 
study, recognition increases both employee effort and inefficient employee effort allocation. 
However, she does not find an effect of recognition visibility on employee effort choices. 
Similarly, Gerhards and Siemer (2016, p.13) suggest that “private as well as public feedback 
mechanisms provide similar performance enhancing effects.” Their study examines the effects of 
recognition visibility and task type (mundane versus interesting) on employee effort. Compared to 
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no recognition, they find that both public and private recognition have effort-inducing effects, but 
find that recognition visibility has no effect. Further, the “no effect” result is robust to task type. 
In sum, the results of Wang (2017) and Gerhards and Siemer (2016) suggest that the potential for 
recognition influences employee effort; however, recognition visibility does not differentially 
influence employee behavior.  
These studies used environments in which employee participants likely did not have strong 
social bonds with those who would observe the recognition. Social bonds were not strong because 
participants had no interaction with the observers prior to or during the experiment and likely had 
low expectations for subsequent interaction. Wang (2017) used a mixture of undergraduate 
students from multiple business foundations and accounting courses. Similarly, Gerhard and 
Siemer (2016) recruited student participants from various fields of study via a web-based recruiting 
system open to an entire university. Thus, participants in these studies generally should not have 
felt strong, if any, interpersonal closeness or connectedness with each other. 
Although the focus of the recognition studies was not to test the effects or the manipulation 
of social bonds, these design features are noteworthy. Specifically, social bonds vary significantly 
in practice, and firms often promote environments that lead employees to develop strong social 
bonds (e.g., “open-door” policies, open floor plans, or broad and significant employee interaction) 
(e.g., Newman et al. 2016; Bandiera et al. 2010; Carroll and Teo 1996; Napier and Ferris 1993). 
Furthermore, prior field studies have noted that social bonds influence work behavior. For 
instance, employees with strong social ties tend to mimic each other’s performance levels 
(Bandiera et al. 2010) and consider how their performance under different contract types affects 
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their coworkers (Bandiera et al. 2005).1F2 In general, this evidence suggests that social bonds have 
significant influence on employee behavior. 
2.1.3 Related Literature 
Related to employee recognition, Tafkov (2013) and Hannan et al. (2013) study the effects 
of making the disclosure of performance information more or less visible to others. Tafkov (2013) 
investigates the effects of relative performance information (“RPI”) visibility (public versus 
private) under various employment contracts. He finds that the presence of RPI increases workers’ 
effort levels under flat-wage and performance-based contracts, and that this increase is greater 
when RPI is disclosed publicly (versus privately). Further, the difference in effort between the 
visibility levels of RPI is robust to both performance-based and flat-wage contracts. Similarly, 
Hannan et al. (2013) examine how RPI visibility affects performance and effort allocation in a 
multi-task environment, and finds that RPI visibility affects employee effort and effort distortion. 
Specifically, Hannan et al. (2013) provide evidence that the presence of RPI increases employee 
effort and effort distortion, and that these effects are amplified when RPI is disclosed publicly 
(versus privately). In sum, the results from Tafkov (2013) and Hannan et al. (2013) suggest, ceteris 
paribus, that the presence of RPI increases employee effort, and that RPI visibility (public versus 
private) influences employee effort. 
Interestingly, the two RPI studies used an environment where participants interacted prior 
to, during, and/or after the experiment. For instance, these studies used multi-period experiments 
which inherently increases the amount of interaction among participants. Further, other features of 
                                                          
2 Prior studies show how the strength of manager-employee social bonds influences manager behavior. 
For example, the strength of these relationship types affects how managers favor certain employees under 
different compensation contracts (Bandiera et al. 2009). However, the effect of social bonds between 
employees and managers is outside the scope of this study. 
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these studies increased the likelihood that the participants had pre-existing social bonds. This was 
done inherently in Hannan et al. (2013) by utilizing pre-existing cohorts of students from business 
honors courses or business honors societies as participants. Similarly, Tafkov (2013) utilized 
students from a business course and had students introduce themselves to the other participants 
prior to the experimental task. Overall, it is likely that the participants in these environments had 
existing and/or developed social bonds throughout the experiments.2F3  
While the RPI studies do not develop or test theories regarding the effects of social bonds 
on employee behavior, the environments and social dynamics implicitly used within these studies 
are of interest when considering the RPI and recognition literatures together. Specifically, the 
somewhat inconsistent findings between the recognition and RPI literatures, in combination with 
the experimental environments and social dynamics used in these literatures, provide further 
evidence of the importance of considering social bonds when investigating employees’ behavior 
in connection with recognition visibility. 
2.2 HYPOTHESES 
2.2.1 Pre-Recognition: Behavior in Anticipation of Recognition 
Prior research suggests that individuals’ self-esteem can be impacted by how they see 
themselves (i.e., self-image) and how they perceive that others see them (i.e., external image) 
(Pierce and Gardner 2004; Suls and Wheeler 2000; Harter 1999; Cooley 1998). Social comparison 
theory indicates self-image can be affected by how one’s performance compares with that of 
similar others (e.g., Suls and Wheeler 2000; Gibbons and Buunk 1999; Festinger 1954). A 
                                                          
3 While Tafkov (2013) discusses the removal of anonymity and the use of a homogenous participant pool 
as aspects of public recognition, the study does not develop or test theory regarding when and how 
employee social bonds influence employee self-esteem, effort to increase disclosed performance, or 
employees’ subsequent response to performance disclosure. 
15 
 
favorable comparison can increase self-image and produce positive affect, while comparing 
unfavorably can damage self-image and produce negative affect (Tesser, Millar, and Moore 1988; 
Tesser and Campbell 1980). This theory predicts that with the anticipation of recognition, 
employees should increase pre-recognition effort to obtain the positive affect of increased self-
esteem, and avoid the negative affect of decreased self-esteem. 
Prior research suggests that having positive attributes can create greater pride when those 
attributes are made public (Webster, Duvall, Gaines, and Smith 2003; Smith 2000). This evidence 
is consistent with public recognition providing an additional positive impact to individuals’ 
external image. That is, when made more visible, recognition can change how the employee feels 
that others perceive him/her. However, to influence an individual’s external image, the recognition 
needs to be observed by others. Further, prior research suggests that individuals care more about 
the opinions of others with whom they have relationships (Intravia 2009; Vito, Maahs, and Holms 
2005; Pierce and Gardner 2004; Baumeister 1982). Thus, in order for external image to be 
influenced, recognition should be observed by others with whom the employee feels 
interpersonally connected (i.e., a stronger social bond).  
The potential for recognition to change one’s self-esteem should ultimately affect 
employee pre-recognition effort. The greater the potential impact recognition has on an employee’s 
self-esteem (i.e., self-image and external image), the more they will be motivated to be recognized. 
This motivation should lead to employees exerting additional effort to receive recognition. 
Collectively, these lines of reasoning suggest that the effects of recognition visibility on 
employees’ effort to achieve recognition is likely moderated by the strength of the employees’ 
social bonds with those who are observing the recognition. Specifically: 
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H1: The beneficial effect of public recognition (versus private recognition) on 
employees’ effort to achieve recognition is greater when employees have strong 
social bonds (versus weak social bonds).  
 
2.2.2 Post-Recognition: Behavior in Response to Recognition 
My next hypothesis concerns how employees respond after receiving recognition from 
their manager. Employees have multiple avenues to respond to their manager independent of the 
avenues required to receive future recognition. Some examples include increased or decreased 
effort on their immediate duties (including the task for which they were recognized), spreading of 
either positive or negative morale among other employees, or, more generally, purposely directing 
their behavior in ways that do or do not benefit their manager. More importantly, employees can 
respond in these manners whether or not there is the potential for future recognition. Thus, I 
develop theory that generalizes employee responses that are not limited to the specific task for 
which the original recognition was provided, but rather, can be broadly applied to all avenues 
through which employees can potentially respond to their manager via changes in their behavior. 
From a monetary payoff perspective, receiving recognition should not influence the 
subsequent effort choices of self-interested, wealth-maximizing employees. However, prior 
research indicates that individuals do not act solely based on monetary payoffs, and instead have 
a propensity to reciprocate others’ kind actions (Falk and Fischbacher 2006; Fehr and Falk 2002; 
Rabin 1993). Further, the perceived value of the benefit an individual receives from an action 
influences the extent of their response. Specifically, individuals reciprocate with actions that they 
believe provides a benefit that is approximately equal to the benefit received from the initiating 
action (Caliendo et al. 2012; Chen et al. 2009; Stanca et al. 2009).  
Based on the above discussion, when recognition is perceived to be a positive action, 
employees should respond to their manager with a positive action. When individuals receive 
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recognition, their self-esteem should increase and, thus, they should perceive recognition to be a 
positive action. Further, recognition should be more valuable when made publicly, as the praise 
creates greater pride (Smith 2000) (i.e., recognition positively influences both self-image and 
external image). Consistent with the theory developed in H1, the stronger the social bonds, the 
greater the positive impact more visible recognition should have on external image and, thus, 
recognition should be perceived as a more positive action, requiring a greater positive reciprocal 
action. 
Collectively, these lines of reasoning suggest that the effects of recognition visibility on 
employee post-recognition response to their manager are likely moderated by the strength of the 
social bonds between the employee and those who observe the recognition. Specifically: 
H2:  The beneficial effect of public recognition (versus private recognition) on 
employees’ post-recognition response to their manager is greater when 






3. RESEARCH METHOD 
3.1 PARTICIPANTS 
I test my predictions using a laboratory experiment for which 160 undergraduate students 
were recruited to serve as employee participants.3F4 Given the use of abstract tasks (i.e., basic 
estimation, data-input, and effort allocation tasks) that do not require participants to have any 
institutional knowledge or specific skills, undergraduate students were appropriate for the 
experiment (Libby, Bloomfield and Nelson 2002). Further, to reduce the likelihood that 
undergraduate students had strong pre-existing social bonds, students were mainly recruited from 
large core undergraduate courses that include students from a variety of business majors. Also 
approximately 40 graduate students were recruited as manager participants.  
3.2 EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE TIMELINE  
This section provides an overview of the experimental procedures before providing 
detailed information in subsequent sections. Upon entering the experimental lab, participants were 
given printed instructions that outlined the session and provided information on an estimation task. 
Figure 1 presents the timeline for the experimental session. I manipulated social bonds during the 
estimation task.4F5 The social bond manipulation was strategically performed in order to isolate and 
manipulate only the social bond between the employees and those that would observe recognition. 
Other social bonds (i.e., between employees competing for recognition and between employees 
                                                          
4 The experiment was conducted at a large Midwestern university. Approval was received from the 
university’s Institutional Review Board.  
5 Manager participants did not participate in the estimation task. Instead, during this portion of the 
experiment, manager participants completed a hand-written survey. The managers did not directly interact 
with employee participants in any conditions and throughout the entire experiment managers only 
interacted with the computerized portion of the materials to read instructions, input their names, and 
identify their division’s high performing employees (subsequently discussed).  
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and their managers) were held constant across all conditions. See Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 for full 
discussion of the social bond manipulation and specific design features. 
After the participants finished the estimation task, they transitioned to computer terminals 
(i.e., the estimation task was a distinct and separate portion of the experiment).  Participants were 
separated into four divisions, each consisting of four (undergraduate) employees and one 
(graduate) manager, and began the computerized portion of the experiment. Each participant sat 
at a computer terminal and was provided with on-screen instructions. The experimental instrument 
and instructions were administered using z-Tree software (Fischbacher 2007). Employees received 
information about a data-input task they would be performing, and were given an opportunity to 
practice. Additionally, within the instructions, employees learned that high performers on the task 
would be recognized and notified of their manager’s decision regarding recognition visibility.5F6  
Then, employees worked on the 10-minute data-input task. After the task concluded, 
managers of each division identified their two top-performing employees and those performers 
received recognition.6F7 After recognition was provided, employees received instructions for and 
completed a resource allocation task. Finally, the employees completed a post-experimental 
questionnaire and performed a final estimation task. Participants were then paid, and the 
experimental session was concluded. Participants received a $7 flat wage for participation in the 
                                                          
6 To validly test employees’ response to their managers, employees should be able to identify the source 
of the recognition and believe the manager was involved in the action of providing recognition. As such, 
to avoid any use of deception towards the employees, I used graduate student participants as managers 
and allowed them to choose how to recognize their employees. During the sign-up procedures, managers 
were given a basic overview of the experiment and asked what type of recognition they would prefer to 
provide to their employees. Two managers who preferred more visible recognition and two managers who 
preferred less visible recognition were selected for each session. Employees were informed of their 
manager’s decision via the experimental instructions. This design choice eliminates the need for 
deception and helps ensure similar cell sizes across conditions. 
7 In all instances, managers correctly identified the top-performing employees. 
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data-input task, up to $2.50 for their resource allocation decisions, and a bonus of up to $2 for their 
performance on the estimation task. The experiment took approximately 50 minutes and on 
average, participants earned just over $9.  
3.3 EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES DETAILS 
3.3.1 Estimation Tasks: Social Bond Manipulation 
I used a 2x2 full factorial experimental design. I manipulated the social bonds between the 
employees and those that will observe recognition at two levels: stronger versus weaker (for ease 
of discussion, hereafter, I refer to the conditions as “strong” and “weak”). Like Kachelmeier and 
Van Landuyt (2017), I used a short task before the computerized portion of the session to induce 
a modest social interaction. Upon entering the laboratory, each participant was given a unique 
information sheet with instructions on where to sit in the room.7F8 The room consisted of four tables 
and each table had four stations. Each table had different-sized containers filled with different 
quantities of candies; however, the four stations at each table had identical containers and 
quantities. The estimation tasks consisted of estimating the quantity of candies in a container 
located at the participant’s station. Once participants found their initial station, they completed 
their first estimation task.8F9 After three minutes, they were asked to rotate to a new table (provided 
on their information sheet) with different participants and asked to complete the estimation task 
again. They were then asked to rotate to a third table and repeat the estimation task. The sheet also 
                                                          
8 Manager participants sat at their designated computer station within a designated manager area, where 
they remained for the duration of the experiment. They did not participate in the estimation task or 
interact with employees.  
9 The estimation task was chosen because the skills associated with candy estimation should be perceived 
as different from the skills required for the data-entry task (discussed in detail in subsequent section), thus 
reducing the potential for participants to gauge their likelihood of recognition for the data-entry task 
based on their perceived performance during the estimation task. Regardless, participants were not 
informed of their performance on the estimation task until the conclusion of the experimental session. 
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informed participants that they would be completing a fourth estimation task at the conclusion of 
the session (i.e., after the computerized portion of the experiment). 
Social bond conditions were run during separate sessions and participants were randomly 
assigned to a condition upon sign-up. In the strong social bonds condition, participants were asked 
to introduce themselves to everyone at their table and to discuss the task together (e.g., their 
estimation and estimation strategy). In the weak social bonds condition, participants did not 
introduce themselves and performed the task individually without discussion.  
3.3.2 Social Bond Manipulation: Design Features 
Certain design features related to the social bond manipulation warrant further discussion. 
The rotation process gave individuals multiple opportunities to complete the estimation task at 
different tables, and thus, provided those in the strong social bonds conditions more opportunity 
to strengthen their bonds with others who would become the employees that would observe 
recognition. Importantly, participants in all conditions were strategically rotated to ensure that they 
did not sit at tables with their future division members. That is, participants performed the 
estimation task at tables with those who would later become the employees who would observe 
the future recognition; participants did not perform the estimation task with those who would later 
become the employees they would be compared with for recognition purposes. This design feature 
was implemented to ensure that only the social bonds between the employees and those who would 
observe recognition were manipulated. If the employees also completed the estimation task with 
those who they would later be compared with for recognition, then those social bonds would also 
be manipulated. Thus, it would not be possible to disentangle the effects driven by the changes in 
the two different social bonds.  
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Separate incentives were provided for the estimation task to ensure that the participants 
engaged in the task. Specifically, participants received an accuracy-based bonus of $0.50 for each 
estimation that was within 10 percent of the true quantity of candies. This resulted in a bonus of 
up to $2.00.9F10 After completing the third estimation task, participants moved to a computer 
terminal and began reading the instructions for the data-input task. Participants were informed that 
they were now taking on the role of an employee of a fictitious firm. 
3.3.3 Data-Input Task 
At the computer terminal, employees performed a real-effort data-input task in divisions 
made up of four employees and a manager.10F11 The computer terminals were setup in rows, such 
that the four division employees were seated together in a row and the manager was seated in a 
separate row with the other managers. Employees were provided an excerpt of a hypothetical 
customer list – consisting of customer names and their associated five-digit code – and were asked 
to input data. The participants used the listing to find an identified customer and then inputted the 
code for that customer into a textbox (i.e., the firm’s database). After a submission, the screen 
advanced to the next customer listing. If an employee made an error or omitted a number, the 
computer program alerted the employee and required them to re-input the information. Appendix 
A provides an example of the data-input task. 
                                                          
10 Although participants in the strong social bonds condition discuss the task as a group, everyone 
provides their own private estimate of the number of candies in the container. As such, there is no 
difference in the incentive scheme between the two conditions. Compensation was determined and 
provided after the experiment. Not revealing the accuracy of participants’ estimates until after the 
experiment’s conclusion guarded against the potential for relative success or failure in the introductory 
task to influence behavior during the data-input task. 
11 Across all divisions, the total number of interaction between the division employees and those who 
observe recognition was held constant. That is, the total estimation tasks that each division’s employees 
completed with those who observe recognition was equal across all divisions. This was to ensure that 
there was no difference in social bond strength between divisions. 
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In addition to the task information, I provided participants with the following statement, 
“academic research has shown that the ability to retain and quickly transpose numbers may be 
correlated with potential long-term career success. This means, that the ability to perform well on 
this task may indicate participants’ potential long-term success.”11F12 My aim, however, was not to 
scientifically predict or test potential long-term success in relation to my variables of interest. 
Rather, I wanted to provide a task that was perceived to be challenging, and of which employees 
could be proud if they were recognized as the best performer. 
3.3.4 Recognition Visibility 
I manipulated the recognition visibility at two levels: public versus private. Upon entering 
the lab, employees were randomly assigned to conditions. The manipulation occurred in two 
places. First, recognition visibility was manipulated within the main experimental instructions. 
Employees were informed of the opportunity to receive recognition and that the recognition would 
come in the form of an email. In the private recognition condition, employees were informed that 
recognition would be received via a private email to the recognized employees. In the public 
recognition condition, employees were informed that recognition would be received via a public 
email to all employees.  
Second, recognition visibility was manipulated when recognition was provided. In all 
conditions, a public email was sent to all employees, which included a list of all employees by 
division. In the public recognition conditions, the email also recognized that division’s high-
performing employees. Additionally, these employees were asked to raise their hand and be 
                                                          
12 Academic studies have found that the ability to quickly mentally retain and transpose number strings 
has been shown to correlate with IQ (Schmiedek, Oberauer, Wilhelm, Suss, and Wittman 2007; Colom, 
Abad, Rebollo, and Shih 2005; Colom, Rebollo, Palacios, Juan-Espinosa, and Kyllonen 2004; Engle, 
Tuholski, Laughlin, and Conway 1999; Jensen 1998; Sen, Jensen, and Sen 1983). Further, IQ has been 
found to be a predictor of long-term career success (Ridgell and Lounsbury 2004; Jensen 1998). 
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acknowledged.12F13 In the private recognition conditions, the public message included the following:  
“Your manager has chosen to recognize and thank high-performing employees privately.” 
Subsequently, high-performing employees in the private recognition conditions received a 
separate email acknowledging their performance. Importantly, the language used in the emails was 
constant across conditions. Appendix B provides an example of the recognition emails.  
3.3.5 Post-Recognition Resource Allocation Task 
After recognition had been provided, employees performed a final computer-based 
resource-allocation task. This task was used to measure employees’ post-recognition responses to 
recognition. Employees were informed that they had 100 units of valuable resources to allocate 
between themselves and their manager. Employees were told that the more units of resources 
someone received during the allocation task, the more money they would be paid after the 
experiment. Further, employees were informed that there were no additional incentives associated 
with the allocation task, and that no other participants would be made aware of their resource 
allocation decisions. Appendix C provides an example of the resource allocation task.  
3.3.6 Dependent Variables 
I measured employees’ pre-recognition effort as the total records completed during the 
data-input task (i.e., higher effort translates into more records completed). A real effort task was 
chosen to allow recognition to follow from actual effort. Although a hypothetical effort task (e.g., 
the one used to measure post-recognition response) allows for a cleaner measure of effort, 
                                                          
13 A raising of hands for employee recognition was implemented to avoid anonymity in the weaker social 
bonds conditions. Because employees in those conditions do not introduce themselves, recognized 
employees in these conditions would remain somewhat anonymous to other participants, even when their 
name was provided publicly (i.e., observers of recognition could not identify which employee in the room 
was named as the high performer). Without this feature, individuals may feel completely anonymous in 
the weaker social bond conditions, thereby confounding anonymity with social bond strength.  
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employees would likely feel less recognized (or not recognized) for simply allocating points. All 
employees receive a flat wage for the data-input task and the opportunity to receive recognition. 
Thus, differences in performance during the task should represent differences in effort induced by 
the opportunity to receive recognition.  
I measure employees’ post-recognition response as the total amount of resources allocated 
to the manager during the resource allocation task (i.e., more resources translate into a more 
positive response). I chose an allocation task to measure a response that is not a function of 
cognitive ability or pre-existing knowledge. In the natural setting, employees have multiple 
avenues to positively or negatively respond to recognition that are independent of the avenues 
required to receive future recognition. Some examples include increased or decreased effort on 
their immediate duties (including the task for which they were recognized and other tasks), 
spreading either positive or negative morale among other employees, or, more generally, purposely 
behaving in ways that do or do not benefit their manager or firm. Importantly, employees can 
respond in these manners regardless of the presence of future recognition opportunity. In the 
experiment, each unit of resource is valuable: meaning that a greater amount of resources allocated 
to the manager represents a willingness of the employee to incur a personal cost to provide a more 
positive response to their manager. The goal of this design feature was to allow the employees’ 
response to generalize beyond the subsequent effort on the specific task for which they initially 
received recognition. That is, the response measure can be broadly applied to other avenues 





4. PRIMARY RESULTS 
4.1 MANIPULATION AND ATTENTION CHECKS  
I first determine whether or not the social bonds manipulation successfully influenced how 
employee participants felt about those that would observe recognition. To verify the success of 
this manipulation, employees assessed their agreement with the following statements: (1) “I feel 
socially close to the other participants in the lab”, and (2) “I feel like I am friends with the other 
participants in the lab.” Their response was on a 5-point scale with end points being 1 (“Strongly 
Disagree”) and 5 (“Strongly Agree”). As expected, employees in the strong social bonds condition 
indicated a higher agreement than those in the weak social bonds condition (un-tabulated results: 
Question 1: mean response of 2.32 significantly greater than mean response of 2.03, t = 2.17, p-
value = 0.02; Question 2: mean response of 2.58 significantly greater than mean response of 2.14, 
t = 2.83 p-value < 0.01).13F14 Collectively, the results of these questions suggest that the social bond 
manipulation was successful.14F15 
I next verified that employees attended to the recognition visibility manipulation. Because 
attending to the type of recognition offered for high performance is crucial to the developed theory, 
employees were asked to indicate the type of recognition the high performers in their division 
received (e.g., public or private recognition) by assessing their agreement with the following 
statement: “The highest performers in my division were PUBLICLY (versus privately) 
recognized.” Their responses were on a 5-point scale with end points being 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) 
                                                          
14 All p-values provided are one-tailed unless otherwise specified. 
15 In both of the strong social bond conditions, the responses regarding perceived social bond strength are 
near the midpoints (means responses of 2.32 and 2.58 on 5-point scales). As the strength of the 
experimental method is to investigate directional changes with respect to theory, and less so for testing 
the levels of those changes, the results suggest the manipulation successfully increased the social bonds in 
the strong social bonds condition relative to the weak social bonds condition. 
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and 5 (“Strongly Agree”). Nine individuals incorrectly identified the type of recognition offered 
in their condition by selecting the opposite end-point of the scale from their true condition. This 
suggests that the behavior of these individuals may not be attributable to the controlled 
manipulation. As such, I removed these participants from my primary analyses. However, results 
are inferentially similar if these participants are included in the analysis and the statistical 
significance of all tests increase if they are placed in the condition that they self-reported. 
4.2 HYPOTHESIS 1 – PRE-RECOGNITION EFFORT 
My first hypothesis predicts that the benefit of providing public recognition (versus private 
recognition) on employees’ effort to achieve recognition is greater when employees have strong 
social bonds (versus weak social bonds). I test this theory using employees’ performance on the 
data-input task (i.e., the task for which recognition was provided) as the dependent variable. See 
descriptive statistics in Panel A of Table 1 and observed pattern of results at Figure 2.  
Although employee participants were recruited from large undergraduate courses, some 
had pre-existing relationships. To control for variation due to pre-existing relationships, 
participants were asked, “I knew many of the student participants BEFORE entering the 
experiment”. Their responses were on a 5-point scale with end points being 1 (“Strongly 
Disagree”) and 5 (“Strongly Agree”). The pre-existing relationship variable was included as a 
covariate in all primary tests.  
Because the prediction suggests an interaction between social bond strength and 
recognition visibility, I use an ANCOVA for my primary analyses. As reported in Panel B of Table 
1, the ANCOVA’s interaction term is statistically significant (F = 5.58; p-value < 0.01). I report 
simple effects tests in Panel C of Table 1. The simple effects tests indicate that when social bonds 
were strong, employees working for public recognition provided more effort than those working 
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for private recognition (t = 1.52; p-value = 0.06). In contrast, when social bonds were weak, public 
recognition had the opposite effect. That is, employees working for public recognition provided 
less effort than those working for private recognition (t = 1.83; p-value = 0.07, two-tailed). The 
developed theory suggests that public recognition (versus private recognition) would have a less 
beneficial effect on employee pre-recognition effort in the weak social bond conditions than in the 
strong social bond conditions. However, it does not specifically predict a negative effect of public 
recognition in the weak social bond conditions. This surprising result indicates that when social 
bonds are sufficiently weak, there may be costs associated with receiving public recognition, 
thereby making it less desirable to employees. For instance, social psychology has identified 
personality traits characterized by the need for social acceptance so strong that individuals prefer 
not to stand out from others (Sato, Harman, Donohoe, Weaver and Hall 2010; Sato, McCann, and 
Ferguson-Isaac 2004). Also, individuals may simply feel intimidated by the thought of 
acknowledgement in front of others. These factors suggest that there may be costs associated with 
public recognition; and that, in the absence of the self-esteem enhancing effect when social bonds 
are strong, employees may perceive public recognition as only having social costs and thus, would 
find public recognition less appealing. 
 For completeness, I also report the simple effects of social bonds between the recognition 
visibility conditions. When private recognition was offered, there was no difference in pre-
recognition effort due to social bond strength (t = 0.34; p-value = 0.74, two-tailed). In contrast, 
when public recognition was offered, employees with strong social bonds provided more effort 
than those with weak social bonds (t = 2.93; p-value < 0.01). Collectively, the above evidence 




4.3 HYPOTHESIS 2 – RESPONSE TO RECOGNITION 
My second hypothesis predicts that the effect of receiving public recognition (versus 
private recognition) on employees’ post-recognition response is greater when employees have 
strong social bonds (versus weak social bonds). To test this hypothesis, I limit my analysis to those 
participants who received recognition. I quantify employees’ responses to managers using the 
allocation of valuable resources to the manager (i.e., more resources allocated to the manager 
represents a more positive response). See descriptive statistics reported in Panel A of Table 2 and 
observed pattern of results at Figure 3.  
Because the prediction suggests an interaction between social bond strength and 
recognition visibility, I use an ANCOVA for my primary analyses. As reported in Panel B of Table 
2, the ANCOVA’s interaction term is statistically significant (F = 3.02; p-value = 0.04). I further 
report simple effects tests in Panel C of Table 2. When social bonds were strong, participants who 
received public recognition responded more positively than participants who received private 
recognition (t = 1.96; p-value = 0.03). In contrast, when social bonds were weak, participants who 
received public recognition responded no differently than participants who had received private 
recognition (t = 0.47; p-value = 0.64, two-tailed). For completeness, I also report the effects of 
social bonds between recognition visibility conditions. When private recognition was provided, 
social bond strength did not affect how recognized employees responded (t = 1.00; p-value = 0.32, 
two-tailed). In contrast, when public recognition was provided, employees with strong social bonds 
provided more effort than those with weak social bonds (t = 1.42; p-value = 0.08). Collectively, 
the above evidence supports H2.  
4.4 SUPPORT FOR HYPOTHESIS 2 
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 As discussed above, the theory for the developed hypotheses suggests a moderated 
mediation relation between recognition visibility and employee behavior. Specifically, the effect 
of recognition visibility on employees’ pre- and post-recognition behavior is indirect through 
recognition’s influence on self-esteem, which is moderated by the strength of social bonds. Before 
testing the moderated mediation relation, it is necessary to discuss the model with regards to each 
hypothesis. The theory for H1 (i.e., employees’ pre-recognition behavior) suggests that the 
mediating variable is recognition’s potential impact to self-esteem. That is, employees recognize 
the potential positive impact recognition would have on their self-esteem, which drives pre-
recognition effort in a bid to achieve recognition. However, the ability to consciously identify 
recognition’s potential impact to self-esteem requires exceptional self-insight by participants. This 
is especially true in relation to identifying the potential impact to self-esteem after recognition has 
been provided (i.e., questions asked via post-experimental questionnaires). Thus, this self-insight 
was not captured for use in testing the moderated mediation relationship for H1.15F16  
However, employees were asked to reflect on the following statement to capture the actual 
impact that recognition had on their self-esteem: “I felt pride when recognition was provided”, and 
then to agree with the statement using a 5-point scale with end points being 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) 
and 5 (“Strongly Agree”). This variable provides evidence that recognition influenced employees’ 
self-esteem (i.e., pride in themselves), which implies the potential for recognition to influence self-
                                                          
16 It is worth noting that, if individuals possess the necessary self-insight to estimate recognition’s 
potential impact to their self-esteem, a different experimental design may capture this variable. 
Specifically, before recognition is provided, participants could be asked a series of questions to determine 
their beliefs regarding the potential self-esteem impact of recognition. However, given the potential for 
the questions to influence participants’ subsequent effort levels to achieve recognition and response to 
receiving recognition, this experimental design would likely preclude the use of the variable in the 
moderated mediation model and, thus, would provide limited theory support. 
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esteem as hypothesized in H1.16F17 While this variable was not useful for tests of H1, it was used to 
test the moderated mediation relationship for H2.  
I test the predicted moderated mediation for H2 via the Preacher and Hayes (2008) 
bootstrapping technique. Specifically, 1,000 bootstrap re-samples were used to calculate bias-
corrected 95 percent confidence intervals for the indirect effect, with significance indicated by 
intervals that exclude zero. Consistent with prior studies, I use the “simple slopes” approach to test 
the moderated mediation model (e.g., Bol and Leiby 2018). This method estimates the indirect 
effect of the mediating variable at both values of the moderating variable (i.e., performs two 
mediation models: one with strong social bonds and one with weak social bonds). Inferences can 
then be made regarding the conditional indirect effect by determining whether the indirect effect 
is different from zero at both values of the moderating variable using the bootstrap CI technique 
(e.g., Hayes 2018; Preacher, Rucker and Hayes 2007; Preacher and Hayes 2008; Aiken and West 
1991). The results of the analysis are provided in Figure 4.  
The results indicate that self-esteem mediates the relation between recognition visibility 
and employees’ behavior (effort provided to benefit their manager) when strong social bonds exist 
(lower CI = 0.58, upper CI = 5.34), but self-esteem does not mediate this relation when weaker 
social bonds exist (lower CI = -0.55, upper CI = 4.48). The analysis is consistent with social bonds 
moderating the mediating effect of self-esteem on the relation between recognition visibility and 
employees’ post-recognition behavior.  
                                                          
17 The experiment also included a 10-question self-esteem scale. However, this scale was not used in the 
analysis for two reasons. First, the scale appeared to have a ceiling effect. The output of the self-esteem 
scale has an aggregate score of -10 to 10. The median response on this scale was 8.5 with minimal 
variation. Second, the scale utilizes questions that appear to measure a very broad perspective of self-
esteem (e.g., “In general, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure”, and, “On the whole, I am satisfied with 
myself as a person”). Thus, the impact recognition has on their self-esteem may be diluted through these 
types of “trait”-related self-esteem questions. 
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In addition to the above tests, I also test the conditional indirect effect of self-esteem via 
the index of moderated mediation analysis, available in the PROCESS package for SPSS, which 
is proposed as a potential test for moderated mediation (Hayes 2013, pg. 402). For this test, I utilize 
the same parameters as discussed above (i.e., 1,000 bootstrap re-samples to calculate bias-
corrected 95 percent confidence intervals). The results of this test provide a lower confidence 
interval of -0.66 and an upper confidence interval of = 3.16. As the zero is contained just within 
the lower bound of the confidence interval, the result of this test suggests that the indirect effect 
of self-esteem is not significantly different between strong and weak social bonds.  
In sum, the simple slopes analysis supports the hypothesized moderated mediation relation; 
however, the index of moderated mediation tool suggests the difference of that the indirect effect 
at the two levels of social bonds is not significant at the 95 percent confidence interval. These 
mixed results are not surprising, given the self-insight required by participants during the post-
experimental questionnaire, to identify changes to their self-esteem as a result of receiving 
recognition. However, even relying on participants’ self-insight and small sample sizes, I find 
support (albeit mixed) that the relation between recognition visibility and post-recognition 





5. COLLECTIVE DISCUSSION OF PRIMARY RESULTS 
I find support for my predictions regarding the effects of recognition visibility and social 
bond strength on employees’ pre- and post-recognition behavior. Specifically, with respect to H1 
(i.e., employees’ pre-recognition effort), I predict and find the effect of public recognition (versus 
private recognition) on employees’ pre-recognition effort is more positive when stronger social 
bonds exist. Next, with respect to H2 (i.e., employees’ response to receiving recognition), I predict 
and find the beneficial effect of receiving public recognition (versus private recognition) on 
employee response is greater when stronger social bonds exist. Further, I conduct a moderated 
mediation analysis and find weak evidence that, when stronger social bonds exist, the relation 
between recognition visibility and post-recognition behavior is mediated by the effect of 
recognition on employees’ self-esteem. However, consistent with the developed theory, such 
mediation does not exist when social bonds are weak.  
Collectively, these results suggest that managers planning to implement an employee 
recognition program may benefit from considering the social characteristics when deciding how 
and where to recognize their employees. Specifically, when recognition is provided in a setting 
where employees have weak social bonds, managers should not expect to achieve more beneficial 
employee behavior by using public recognition rather than private recognition. In fact, if social 
bonds are sufficiently low, employees may be less motivated to achieve public recognition (versus 
private recognition). In contrast, managers can gain multiple benefits by using public recognition 
(versus private recognition) if their employees have strong social bonds. Specifically, managers 
can gain benefits via additional employee effort to achieve recognition and more positive employee 
responses to recognition.  
Ultimately, these results support the idea that social bonds provide (at least) a partial 
explanation for the inconsistent findings within prior literature. Similar to prior academic results, 
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I find no benefits to using public recognition (versus private) on employee behavior when 
employees have weak social bonds. Contrary to prior academic findings, my results in the strong 
social bonds conditions help to explain why there is a prevalent use of public recognition in 
practice. Firms with an environment where employees have developed strong social bonds (e.g., 
firms using “open-door” policies, open floor plans, team building events, or broad and significant 
employee interaction) (e.g., Newman et al. 2016; Bandiera et al. 2010; Carroll and Teo 1996; 
Napier and Ferris 1993) are likely to be receiving benefits from the use of public recognition. 
Specifically, these firms should receive more employee effort to achieve recognition and more 






6. SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSES 
6.1 ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS  
6.1.1 Spill-Over Affect from Estimation Task 
I examine the possibility that the enjoyment individuals receive from doing the estimation 
task creates a spill-over affect that influences their performance on the data-input task or their post-
recognition response.17F18 Further, that this spill-over affect may be different across my conditions 
due to the differences in the estimation task across the strong and weak social bonds conditions. 
To assess the possible effect associated with the spill-over affect, I collected participants’ 
perceived enjoyment of the candy estimation task by having participants assess their agreement 
with the following statement, “I enjoyed performing the candy estimation task”. Participants 
responded via a 5-point scale with end points 1 being (“Strongly Disagree”) and 5 (“Strongly 
Agree”). I use participants’ responses as the independent variable in two general linear regression 
models to examine whether the responses to the question are predictive of pre-recognition effort 
or post-recognition response (regression models were performed both including and excluding 
Social Bonds, Recognition Visibility, and their interactions). The coefficients on both models were 
insignificant (all p-values > .10). 18F19  Finally, I repeated the primary analyses with participants’ 
estimation task enjoyment as a covariate, and verified that all findings remain statistically and 
qualitatively unchanged. Overall, these results suggest that individuals’ enjoyment of the candy 
                                                          
18 As Section 6 analyses are supplemental and exploratory in nature (i.e., do not include extensive 
theoretical development or formal hypotheses), all disclosed p-values are two-tailed. Additionally, unless 
specified, tests are untabulated. All primary results remain unchanged when Section 6 variables are 
included in the primary analyses. 
19 I also use participants’ response to the estimation task enjoyment question as the dependent variable in 
a one-way ANOVA test, in which each of my four conditions are coded as a different level in the 
analysis. This test shows that between conditions, there is no significant difference in the enjoyment that 
individuals received from the estimation task (F = 0.63, p-value = 0.43, two-tailed, untabulated). 
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estimation task was not different between conditions, and hence, the enjoyment of the candy 
estimation task does not affect my primary results. 
6.1.2 Group Identity 
 I examine the possibility that my manipulations influenced changes in perceived group 
identity among the members within each division, and the changes to this group identity is driving 
the primary results. Group identity refers to an individual categorizing and defining themselves as 
a member of a group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner 1982).  Further, changes in group identity 
have been shown to influence other-regarding behavior in competitive environments (Kelly & 
Presslee 2017). Kelly & Presslee (2017) find that increased group identity leads to less employee 
effort in a tournament environment. Thus, to the extent that manipulating the social bonds between 
the employee and those observing recognition also influenced employees’ sense of group identity; 
hence, employees should provide less pre-recognition effort when social bonds are strong. 
 However, it is possible that the changes in group identity influenced my results. Thus, to 
assess  the possible effect of my manipulations on participants’ group identity with their division, 
I asked participants to assess their agreement with the following statement: “During the 
experiment, I felt like I was part of a group”. Participants responded via a 5-point scale with end 
points being 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) and 5 (“Strongly Agree”). Similar to the analysis regarding 
estimation task spill-over, I first use participants’ group identity assessment as the independent 
variable in two general linear regression models to examine whether or not the perceived group 
identity is predictive of pre-recognition effort or post-recognition response (regression models 
were performed both including and excluding Social Bonds, Recognition Visibility, and their 
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interactions). The coefficients on all models were insignificant (all p-values > 0.10). 19F20 Finally, I 
repeated the primary analyses with participants’ perceived group identity as a covariate, and 
verified that all findings remain statistically and qualitatively unchanged. Overall, these results 
suggest that individuals’ perception of group identity was not different between conditions, and 
that the perceived group identity does not influence my primary results. 
6.2 NON-RECOGNIZED EMPLOYEES  
I analyze how those who did not receive recognition responded to others receiving 
recognition. Similar to the theory developed for recognized employees, I use reciprocity theory to 
develop an expectation for the employees who did not receive recognition. When employees are 
not recognized, their self-esteem should decrease; they may perceive recognition to be a negative 
action and individuals reciprocate negative actions with negative actions (e.g., Caliendo et al. 
2012; Sprinkle and Williamson 2007; Fehr and Gächter 2000; Camerer and Thaler 1995; Robinson 
and Bennett 1995). When high performers are recognized privately, there is no active or implicit 
acknowledgement or identification of low performers, resulting only in decreased self-image. In 
contrast, low performers are implicitly identified when high performers are recognized publicly, 
and inferiority could create more shame when made public (Smith, Webster, Parrot, and Eyre 
2002; Smith 2000), resulting in both decreased self- and external image. Thus, the implicit public 
disclosure could increase non-recognized employees’ perception of the recognition of others as a 
negative action towards them. The stronger the social bonds, the greater the negative impact that 
not receiving recognition could have on external image, therefore influencing the extent to which 
                                                          
20 I also use Group Identity as the dependent variable in a one-way ANOVA test, in which each of my 
four conditions are coded as a different level in the analysis. This test shows that between conditions, 
there is no significant difference in individuals’ perception of group identity (F = 1.07, p-value = 0.36). 
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recognition is perceived as a negative action, and hence requiring a greater negative reciprocal 
action.  
Similar to the main tests, I quantify employee responses to managers using the allocation 
of valuable resources to the manager with fewer resources allocated to the manager representing a 
more negative response. I use an ANCOVA for the analysis. The results indicate that there is no 
interactive or main effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on non-recognized 
employees’ post-recognition behavior (all p-values > 0.10). Observed pattern of results for non-
recognized employees’ post-recognition behavior can be seen at Figure 5. Further, descriptive 
statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects are reported in Table 3 – Panel A, Panel B, and 
Panel C, respectively.   
 This finding suggests that, while there may not be benefits associated with public 
recognition (versus private recognition) on non-recognized employees’ responses to recognition, 
there may not be costs associated with the use of public recognition. Thus, managers may be able 
to provide public recognition to high performers without worrying about negative repercussions 
from the non-recognized employees. This is especially important, given that the employees who 
do not receive recognition may often outnumber the employees that receive recognition.  
6.3 DEMOGRAPHICS AND PERSONALITY TRAITS  
6.3.1 Gender 
 I investigate the effects of gender on employees’ pre-recognition effort and response to 
recognition. Prior academic studies have noted differences in gender preferences. For example, 
Croson and Gneezy (2009) reviewed the economic experimental literature and documented robust 
differences in risk preferences, social (other-regarding) preferences, and competitive preferences. 
39 
 
Thus, the effects of recognition visibility and social bonds on employee pre- and post-recognition 
effort may differ across gender types. 
I perform my analysis using a gender indicator variable and interacting Gender with Social 
Bonds and Recognition Visibility in three-way and two-way ANOVAs. I use employee’s pre-
recognition effort on the task and their response to recognition as dependent variables to analyze 
pre-recognition and post-recognition behavior, respectively. Regarding pre-recognition effort, 
findings indicate that there are no three-way interactions between Gender, Social Bonds, and 
Recognition Visibility, two-way interactions between Gender and Social Bonds, or two-way 
interactions between Gender and Recognition Visibility on employees’ pre-recognition effort (all 
p-values > 0.10).  This suggests that, overall, males and females provide similar effort to achieve 
recognition when considering both social bonds and recognition visibility.  
I next analyze the post-recognition behavior of those that received recognition. Findings 
indicate that there are no three-way interactions between Gender, Social Bonds, and Recognition 
Visibility on recognized employees’ response to recognition (p-value > 0.10). However, the two-
way interaction between Gender and Social Bonds on employees’ post-recognition response is 
significant (F = 3.76, p-value = 0.06). Simple effects analysis suggests that when weak social 
bonds exist, females respond more positively to recognition than males (t = 1.95, p-value = 0.06). 
Furthermore, females respond more positively to recognition when social bonds are weak than 
when social bonds are strong (t = 1.73, p-value = 0.09). All other simple effects are insignificant 
(all p-values > 0.10). See observed pattern of employees’ post-recognition behavior across Gender 
and Social Bonds at Figure 6. Further, descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects 
are reported in Table 4 – Panel A, Panel B, and Panel C, respectively.   
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The two-way interaction between Gender and Recognition Visibility is also significant (F 
= 5.42, p-value = 0.02). Simple effects analysis suggests that females respond significantly more 
positively than males when recognition is provided publicly (t = 2.24, p-value = 0.03), and that 
females respond significantly more positively when they receive public recognition than when 
they receive private recognition (t = 2.28, p-value = 0.03). All other simple effects are insignificant 
(all p-values > 0.10). See observed pattern of employees’ post-recognition behavior across Gender 
and Recognition Visibility at Figure 7. Further, descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple 
effects are reported in Table 5 – Panel A, Panel B, and Panel C, respectively.   
Finally, I analyze the non-recognized employees. Findings indicate that there are no three-
way interactions between Gender, Social Bonds, and Recognition Visibility or two-way 
interactions between Gender and Social Bonds or Gender and Recognition Visibility on non-
recognized employees’ response to recognition (all p-values > 0.10). 
Overall, these supplemental results suggest that, although individuals respond to the 
anticipation of potential recognition similarly across gender (i.e., provide similar effort to achieve 
recognition), gender does influence how employees respond to receiving recognition. Specifically, 
when weak social bonds exist, females respond more positively to recognition than males.  
Furthermore, females appear to have a greater appreciation for public recognition than males, that 
is, females respond more positively to public recognition than to private recognition and that this 
difference is greater for females than males.  This finding suggests that managers may benefit from 
considering the employee’s gender when deciding to provide public or private recognition.  
6.3.2 U.S. Native or Non-Native 
 I next investigate how pre-recognition effort and post-recognition responses may differ 
between native and non-native U.S. participants. Many preferences differ significantly across 
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cultures. In fact, the Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology is dedicated to the studying the relations 
between culture and behavior. Thus, it is possible that recognition visibility and social bond 
strength influence employee behavior differently for native and non-native U.S. participants.  
I perform my analysis by creating a Native/Non-Native U.S. indicator variable that I 
interact with Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility in three-way and two-way ANOVAs.  I use 
employees’ pre-recognition effort and post-recognition response as the dependent variables in 
separate ANOVA models. I find that that there are no three-way interactions between Native, 
Social Bonds, and Recognition Visibility or two-way interactions between Native and Social 
Bonds or Native and Recognition Visibility on employees’ pre-recognition effort, recognized 
employees’ response to recognition, or non-recognized employees’ response to recognition (all p-
values > 0.10). These results suggests that, overall, those born in and outside of the U.S. provide 
similar effort in the anticipation of recognition and react similarly when considering both Social 
Bonds and Recognition Visibility. 
6.3.3 Personality Traits 
6.3.3.1 Personality Traits Collected 
I investigate the effects of personality traits on employees’ pre-recognition effort. and 
recognized and non-recognized employees’ response to recognition. Within my experimental 
questionnaire, I collected multiple personality traits. First, I collected the Big 5 factors of 
personality that include: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and 
openness (see Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, & Lucas 2006 for more information on the Big 5 factors 
and scale utilized). Prior research has shown that these factors correlate with many preferences 
and with work functions, such as job proficiency and training proficiency (e.g., Barrick and Mount 
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1991). Thus, people varying on these dimensions may perform differently on the data-input task 
or have different preferences for recognition.  
Prior research on recognition has provided evidence that individual preferences for 
recognition differ for those either high or low on the dark triad personality scales (Wang 2017).  
Thus, I next collected the dark triad personalities, which include narcissism, psychopathy, and 
Machiavellianism (see Jonason & Webster 2010 for more information on the dark triad 
personalities and scale used). Finally, I included individuals’ pro-social or pro-self focus (see 
Caprara, Steca, Zelli, & Capanna 2005 for more information on pro-social personalities and scale 
used) in order to capture individuals’ preferences regarding recognition visibility (i.e., those who 
prefer more or less social recognition). 
I perform personality analyses by creating median split indicator variables for all 
personality measures included in the above discussion.20F21 I then interact each of those variables 
with Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility in two- and three-way ANOVAs.  I use employees’ 
pre-recognition effort and response to recognition as the dependent variables in separate ANOVA 
models.  
6.3.3.2 Personality Traits: Pre-recognition Effort 
With regards to employees’ pre-recognition effort, I find a significant three-way interaction 
between Extraversion, Social Bonds, and Recognition Visibility (F = 7.30, p-value > 0.01). Further 
investigation shows that among those high in extraversion, social bonds and recognition visibility 
do not influence pre-recognition behavior (main effect of Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility 
                                                          
21 Median split variables were constructed using values “greater than or equal to” the median categorized 
as high. Similarly, values that “lower than” the median value were categorized as low.  As many of the 
personality measures had multiple observations at the median value, these variables have a greater 
number of observations in the high category than the low category.   
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and the interaction of the variables all have p-values > 0.10). However, among those low in 
extraversion, there is a significant interaction between Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility (F 
= 11.65, p-value < 0.01). Further, simple effects tests among these individuals indicates that when 
weak social bonds exist, employees work harder to achieve private recognition (versus public 
recognition) (t = 2.50, p-value = 0.02); however, when stronger social bonds exist, employees 
work harder to achieve public recognition (versus private recognition) (t = 2.33, p-value = 0.02). 
In addition, social bonds have a significant effect when public recognition is offered, but not when 
private recognition is offered.  Specifically, when public recognition is offered, low-extravert 
employees provide more effort to achieve recognition when strong social bonds exist than when 
weak social bonds exist (t = 3.40, p-value < 0.01). However, when private recognition is offered, 
these employees provide similar effort regardless of social bond strength (t = 1.44, p-value = 0.16). 
See observed pattern of low-extravert employees’ pre-recognition effort at Figure 8. Further, 
descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects are reported in Table 6 – Panel A, Panel 
B, and Panel C, respectively.   
I also find that the three-way interaction between Narcissism, Social Bonds, and 
Recognition Visibility is approaching significance (F = 2.63, p-value = 0.11). Thus, I explore the 
effects of social bonds and recognition visibility across employees high and low in narcissism. 
Among individuals low in narcissism, I find no main effects or interactive effects of Social Bonds 
and Recognition Visibility on pre-recognition effort (all p-values > 0.10). Among individuals high 
in narcissism, I find a significant interaction between Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility (F 
= 7.09, p-value = 0.01). Simple effects indicate that these individuals provide the same amount of 
effort to achieve private recognition regardless of social bonds strength (t = 1.44, p-value = 0.16); 
however, when public recognition is provided, individuals with stronger social bonds provide 
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significantly more effort than those with weaker social bonds (t = 3.40, p-value < 0.01). See 
observed pattern of high-narcissism employees’ pre-recognition effort at Figure 9. Further, 
descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects are reported in Table 7 – Panel A, Panel 
B, and Panel C, respectively.   
Regarding employees’ pre-recognition effort, I also find a significant two-way interaction 
between Machiavellianism and Social Bonds (F = 3.46, p-value = 0.07). Simple effects analysis 
suggests those low in Machiavellianism provide similar effort regardless of social bond strength (t 
= 0.01, p-value = 0.91); however, those high in Machiavellianism provide significantly more effort 
when social bonds are stronger than when social bonds are weaker (t = 2.54, p-value = 0.01). See 
observed pattern of Machiavellianism employees’ pre-recognition effort across social bond 
conditions at Figure 10. Further, descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects are 
reported in Table 8 – Panel A, Panel B, and Panel C, respectively.   
6.3.3.3 Personality Traits: Employees’ Response to Recognition 
I next analyze how personality traits affect how employees respond to recognition. I 
investigate both recognized and non-recognized employees. I find no significant effects of 
personality on non-recognized employees’ response to recognition (all p-values > 0.10). Regarding 
recognized employees, I find the three-way interaction between Narcissism, Social Bonds, and 
Recognition Visibility is approaching significance (F = 2.36, p-value = 0.11). I investigate this 
further by analyzing employees high and low on the narcissism personality trait as separate entities. 
Among individuals low in narcissism, I find no main effects or interactive effects of Social Bonds 
and Recognition Visibility on post-recognition response (all p-values > 0.10). However, among 
those high in narcissism, I find a significant interaction between Social Bonds and Recognition 
Visibility (F = 5.38, p-value = 0.03).  Simple effects analysis suggests that when social bonds are 
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weaker, there is no effect of recognition visibility on recognized employees’ response to 
recognition (t = 1.28, p-value = 0.21). However, when social bonds are stronger, high narcissism 
individuals respond more positively to public recognition than to private recognition (t = 2.00, p-
value = 0.05). See observed pattern of high-narcissism employees’ post-recognition response at 
Figure 11. Further, descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects are reported in 
Table 9 – Panel A, Panel B, and Panel C, respectively.   
 I also find a significant two-way interaction between Psychopathy and Recognition 
Visibility on recognized employees’ response to recognition (F = 3.58, p-value 0.06). Simple 
effects analysis indicate that individuals low in psychopathy respond to the receipt of recognition 
similarly, regardless of recognition visibility (t = 0.36, p-value = 0.72), while individuals high in 
psychopathy respond more positively to public recognition than to private recognition (t = 2.02, 
p-value = 0.05). See observed pattern of high-narcissism employees’ post-recognition response at 
Figure 12. Further, descriptive statistics, ANCOVA results, and simple effects are reported in 
Table 10 – Panel A, Panel B, and Panel C, respectively.   
6.3.3.4 Personality Traits: Conclusion 
The results above suggest that an individual’s personality traits affect how recognition 
influences their behavior. Further, consistent with prior literature, it appears that the dark triad of 
personalities has a significant influence on employees’ effort to achieve recognition (e.g., Wang 
2017).  Specifically, I find that those higher on the narcissism scale are more influenced by social 
bond strength and recognition visibility than those low on the narcissism scale. These individuals 
work harder for public recognition (versus private recognition), but only when stronger social 
bonds exist. Further, individuals high on the Machiavellianism scale are more impacted by social 
bond strength than those low on the Machiavellianism scale: high Machiavellianism employees 
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work harder to achieve recognition when social bonds are strong (versus when social bonds are 
weak).  In addition to prior literature, I also provide evidence regarding the extraversion trait. The 
results indicate that social bond strength and recognition visibility have a greater effect on those 
who are more introverted (i.e., low on the extraversion scale).   
While prior studies investigate how personality traits influence employees’ pre-recognition 
effort, I also provide evidence that personality traits influence how employees respond to 
recognition.  Similar to pre-recognition effort, I find that individuals’ responses to recognition 
depend on certain dark triad personality traits.  Specifically, I find that those high on the narcissism 
scales are more influenced by social bond strength and recognition visibility.  These individuals 
respond more positively to public recognition than to private recognition, and this effect is greater 
when stronger social bonds exist.  Finally, I find that those high on the psychopathy scale respond 
more positively to public recognition than private recognition, and that this effect does not exist 
for those low on the psychopathy scale.  
Collectively, the results investigating the effect of personality traits suggest that when 
deciding whether to provide public or private recognition, managers may benefit from not only 
considering the employees’ social dynamics, but also from considering the employees’ types. 
While managers may have difficulty identifying employee types, prior literature suggests that 
certain industries tend to attract different personalities. For instance, prior studies show that 
competitive industries like marketing and entertainment attract individuals high on the dark triad 
scales (e.g., Young and Pinsky 2006; McLean and Jones 1992).  Similarly, as individuals low on 
the dark triad scales have bene shown to act more cooperatively (e.g., Paulhus and Williams 2002; 
Jonason and Webster 2010), perhaps low dark triad individuals will self-select into occupations 
that have been shown to be more social focused (e.g., medical care, teaching, or counseling) (e.g., 
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Holland 1997). In general, if managers can identify the employee types that self-select into their 
industry, managers can maximize the effectiveness of their recognition programs by utilize this 





In this study, I examine the pre- and post-recognition effects of providing high-performing 
employees with non-monetary recognition. Specifically, I investigate how recognition visibility 
interacts with the social bonds strength (between employees and those who observe recognition) 
to influence the employees’ pre- and post-recognition behavior. My results contribute to the 
growing body of accounting literature on the effects of employee recognition programs, which has 
largely ignored the inherently social nature of using recognition as an incentive. My results 
highlight the importance of incorporating social relationships into the use and investigation of this 
social incentive.  
Limitations of my study provide opportunities for future research. First, my study focuses 
on a setting where managers have discretion over recognition visibility, employees anticipate 
recognition, and an employee’s ability to outperform others is limited only to changes in their own 
performance. Recent studies have found that employee behavior is influenced by who provides 
recognition and whether or not recognition is anticipated (Burke et al. 2017; Bradler et al. 2016). 
Further, studies have provided evidence that employees may sabotage others to obtain recognition 
(Wang 2017). Future studies can enhance the understanding of the effects of recognition programs 
by investigating how social bonds and recognition visibility interact with these previously 
investigated features of recognition programs (e.g., recognition source, anticipation of recognition, 
and employees’ ability and willingness to sabotage others).  
 A second research opportunity involves broadening the investigation of social bonds. I 
investigate a specific social bond: the bond between the employee and those who observe the 
recognition. Future studies can incorporate other social bonds found within a firm. Further, future 
studies can investigate the effect that recognition has on the state or development of social bonds 
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within the firm. In general, many unique social bonds exist within an employment setting that 
could impact or be impacted by recognition program features.  
In addition, future studies can advance the reconciliation process between the findings 
within the recognition and RPI literatures. My study begins this process by providing evidence 
that the strength of social bonds may moderate the inconsistent findings between these literature 
streams. Specifically, in the recognition literature, changes in the visibility of performance 
information have been shown to have no influence on employee behavior while studies in RPI 
literature show that visibility has a significant influence on employee behavior. Future studies can 
further investigate the differences in these literature streams and the effects of performance 
information aggregation on employee behavior. 
Collectively, my results provide evidence that the use of public recognition (versus private 
recognition) has a beneficial effect on employee behavior when provided in a setting where 
employees have stronger social bonds. This more comprehensive view of the implications of 
recognition visibility – as enabled by employees’ inter-relationships – has significant implications 
for practitioners. In particular, my study informs firms of the implications of efforts to promote 
the “social side” of work environments, and the resulting development of stronger social bonds 
(e.g., “open-door” policies, open floor plans, or broad and significant employee interaction) (e.g., 
Newman et al. 2016; Bandiera et al. 2010; Carroll and Teo 1996; Napier and Ferris 1993). Further, 
my results help managers anticipate and manage the benefits associated with the implementation 
of public recognition. When managers decide how to recognize employees (i.e., using more or less 
visible recognition), they also need to consider the social bonds among employees where employee 
recognition will occur. Specifically, managers can gain benefits via additional employee effort to 
achieve recognition and more positive employee responses to recognition by using public 
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recognition – but only if their employees receive recognition in a setting where they have strong 
social bonds with the observers. 
My study also contributes to the growing body of accounting literature on employee 
recognition programs (e.g., Burke et al. 2017; Wang 2017; Kube et al. 2012). Most notably, my 
theory introduces the moderating role of social bonds on the effects of recognition visibility, 
helping to reconcile the disconnect between prior academic findings and the use of public 
recognition in practice. Specifically, prior academic findings suggest that there are no benefits to 
using public recognition (versus private recognition) on employee behavior (e.g., Wang 2017; 
Gerhards and Siemer 2016). However, evidence from practice implies that organizations 
extensively use highly-visible recognition, and such use is associated with higher business 
performance (Gallup 2016; Northcoast 2015; WorldatWork 2015, 2013; Bersin 2012). My results 
provide empirical evidence that, when social bonds are introduced, public recognition provides 
additional pre- and post-recognition benefits compared to private recognition, and thus is 
consistent with the widespread use of public recognition in practice.   
  The literature investigating organizational based self-esteem (“OBSE”) also benefits from 
the theory developed in my study. This literature examines the role of self-esteem in a variety of 
organizational contexts (e.g., Pierce and Gardner 2004; Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, and Dunham 
1989). OBSE studies have shown that self-esteem at work is correlated with employee attributes 
that are important to the success of a firm, such as job performance, job satisfaction, commitment 
to the organization, and employee retention (e.g., see Gardner and Pierce 2015; Bowling, 
Eschelman, Wang, Kirkendall, and Alarcon 2010). My paper answers the call of Pierce et al. 
(1989), that “[researchers] need to learn more about the importance of situational factors and the 
attitudes and behavior of others as antecedents of OBSE and the process for which these 
51 
 
determinants operate.” My theory suggests that recognition program features (i.e., how and where 
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This figure depicts the observed effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on employees’ pre-
recognition effort, (i.e., effort to achieve recognition). The y-axis represents employees’ pre-recognition effort and is 
measured using the total tasks completed in the data-input task (for which recognition was provided). The x-axis 
depicts recognition visibility, Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe recognition versus all 
participants observe recognition). The series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Strong versus Weak social bonds 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). See descriptive statistics and 
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This figure depicts the observed effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on employees’ post-
recognition response. The y-axis represents employees’ response to recognition measured using employee allocation 
of valuable resources to their manager. The x-axis depicts recognition visibility, Private versus Public (only recognized 
individuals observe recognition versus all participants observe recognition). The series depicts the strength of the 
social bonds, Strong versus Weak social bonds (participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, 
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Effects of Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility on  
Employees’ Post-Recognition Response (H2 Moderated-Mediation Model) 
 

























***p ≤ 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10 
This figure depicts the coefficients from the following regressions that are conducted separately for strong social 
bonds and weak social bonds: 
𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆_𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸 = ∝ +𝛽𝛽1𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅_𝑉𝑉𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅𝑅𝑉𝑉𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑉𝑉 + 𝜖𝜖 
𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑟𝑟𝐸𝐸 = ∝ +𝛽𝛽2𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅_𝑉𝑉𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅𝑅𝑉𝑉𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑉𝑉 + 𝜖𝜖  
𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑟𝑟𝐸𝐸 = ∝ +𝛽𝛽3𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆_𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸 + 𝛽𝛽4𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅_𝑉𝑉𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑅𝑅𝑉𝑉𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸𝑉𝑉 + 𝜖𝜖  
See Table 2 for discussion of manipulated and dependent variables. Recognition risibility = 1 for public recognition 
and -1 for private recognition. Confidence intervals for the indirect effect are estimated using 1,000 bootstrapped re-
samples (with replacement) and are biased-corrected. Intervals excluding zero indicate significance. The indirect 
effect of recognition visibility on effort, via self-esteem, is the product of Paths a and b. The direct effect is indicated 
by Path c’, which is the effect of recognition visibility on effort controlling for self-esteem.  The total effect is the 
sum of the indirect and direct effects, as indicated by Path c. Paths b and c are estimated in the same regression 
model (Baron and Kenny 1986). 
  
Recognition Visibility  
(Public / Private) 
Self-Esteem 
Effort: Directed at 
Benefiting Manager 
Recognition Visibility  
(Public / Private) 
Self-Esteem 
Effort: Directed at 
Benefiting Manager 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑅𝑅:𝛽𝛽2 =  −0.11 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑅𝑅′:𝛽𝛽4 =  −0.17 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑉𝑉:𝛽𝛽3 =  0.26 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑃𝑃:𝛽𝛽1 =  0.27 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑃𝑃:𝛽𝛽1 =  0.38∗∗∗ 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑉𝑉:𝛽𝛽3 =  0.21 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑅𝑅′:𝛽𝛽4 = 0.21 
𝑃𝑃𝑃𝑃𝐸𝐸ℎ 𝑅𝑅:𝛽𝛽2 =  0.29∗∗ 
95% 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑅𝑅𝑆𝑆 𝐶𝐶𝑅𝑅𝐼𝐼𝑅𝑅𝑟𝑟𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑅𝑅𝐸𝐸 (-0.55 , 4.48) 




Observed Effects of Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility on 
Non-Recognized Employees’ Post-Recognition Response 





This figure depicts the observed effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on non-recognized 
employees’ post-recognition response. The y-axis represents non-recognized employees’ response to recognition 
measured using employee allocation of valuable resources to their manager. The x-axis depicts recognition visibility, 
Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe recognition versus all participants observe recognition). 
The series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Strong versus Weak social bonds (participants complete estimation 
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Observed Effects of Social Bonds and Gender on  
Employees’ Post-Recognition Response 





This figure depicts the observed effects of gender and social bond strength on employees’ post-recognition response. 
The y-axis represents employees’ response to recognition measured using employee allocation of valuable resources 
to their manager. The x-axis depicts participants’ answers to the post experimental question regarding their gender. 
The series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Weak versus Strong social bonds (participants complete estimation 
















Observed Effects of Recognition Visibility and Gender on  
Employees Post-Recognition Response 





This figure depicts the observed effects of gender and recognition visibility on employees’ post-recognition response. 
The y-axis represents employees’ response to recognition measured using employee allocation of valuable resources 
to their manager. The x-axis depicts participants’ answers to the post experimental question regarding their gender. 
The series depicts recognition visibility, Public versus Private (all participants observe recognition versus only 
















Observed Effects of Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility on  
Employees’ Pre-Recognition Effort: Low-Extraversion Employees 





This figure depicts the observed effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on employees’ pre-
recognition effort (i.e., effort to achieve recognition) for high-extravert employees. The y-axis represents employees’ 
pre-recognition effort and is measured using the total tasks completed in the data-input task (for which recognition 
was provided). The x-axis depicts recognition visibility, Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition). The series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Strong 
versus Weak social bonds (participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). See 
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Observed Effects of Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility on 
Employees’ Pre-Recognition Effort: High-Narcissism Employees 





This figure depicts the observed effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on employees’ pre-
recognition effort (i.e., effort to achieve recognition) for high-narcissism employees. The y-axis represents employees’ 
pre-recognition effort and is measured using the total tasks completed in the data-input task (for which recognition 
was provided). The x-axis depicts recognition visibility, Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition). The series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Strong 
versus Weak social bonds (participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). See 
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Observed Effects of Social Bonds and Machiavellianism on  
Employees’ Pre-Recognition Effort 





This figure depicts the observed effects of the Machiavellianism trait and social bond strength on employees’ pre-
recognition effort (i.e., effort to achieve recognition). The y-axis represents employees’ pre-recognition effort and is 
measured using the total tasks completed in the data-input task (for which recognition was provided). The x-axis 
depicts employees high and low on the Machiavellianism trait, collected during post-experimental questionnaires. The 
series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Strong versus Weak social bonds (participants complete estimation 












Observed Effects of Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility on  
Employees’ Post-Recognition Response: High-Narcissism Employees 





This figure depicts the observed effects of recognition visibility and social bond strength on employees’ post-
recognition response for those employees high on the narcissism personality trait. The y-axis represents employees’ 
response to recognition measured using employee allocation of valuable resources to their manager. The x-axis depicts 
recognition visibility, Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe recognition versus all participants 
observe recognition). The series depicts the strength of the social bonds, Strong versus Weak social bonds (participants 
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Observed Effects of Recognition Visibility and Psychopathy on  
Employees’ Post-Recognition Response 





This figure depicts the observed effects of the Psychopathy personality trait and recognition visibility on employees’ 
post-recognition response. The y-axis represents employees’ response to recognition measured using employee 
allocation of valuable resources to their manager. The x-axis depicts recognition visibility, Public versus Private (all 
participants observe recognition versus only recognized individuals observe recognition, respectively). The series 
depicts participants’ answers to the post experimental question regarding the Psychopathy personality trait. See 



















Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility (H1):  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Pre-Recognition Effort   
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ effort to achieve recognition, measured using the total tasks completed 
in the data-input task (for which recognition was provided). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate two variables: (1) recognition visibility as Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition), and (2) the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively).  
 
C P-values in bold are one-tailed, given my theoretical predictions. 
Panel A: Descriptives by condition for pre-recognition effort - mean [standard deviation] a






Strong Social Bonds 96.46 91.21 93.76
[13.70] [14.75] [14.24]
n =36 n =38 n =74
Weak Social Bonds 86.21 92.34 89.31
[14.10] [15.97] [15.05]
n =38 n =39 n =77
Column Means 91.20 91.78
[13.91] [15.37]
n =74 n =77
Panel B: ANCOVA results, pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
Pre-Existing Relationships 244.31 1 244.31 1.14 0.29
757.74 1 757.74 3.52 0.06
Recognition Visibility 7.25 1 7.25 0.03 0.86
Social Bonds*Recognition Visibility 1200.51 1 1200.51 5.58 0.01
Panel C: Simple effects test of pre-recognition effort a






   Recognition is Public
0.74
   Recognition is Private
Effect of Social Bonds 1851.28 1 1851.28 2.93
Effect of Social Bonds 24.47 1 24.47 0.34
0.06
   Strong Social Bonds
Effect of Recognition Visibility 721.00 1 721.00 1.83 0.07
   Weak Social Bonds




Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility (H2):  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Post-Recognition Response   
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ response to recognition, measured using the valuable resources 
allocated to the employees’ manager (out of 100 units). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate two variables: (1) recognition visibility as Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition), and (2) the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). 
 
C P-values in bold are one-tailed, given my theoretical predictions. 
Panel A: Descriptives by condition for post-recognition response  - mean [standard deviation] a






Strong Social Bonds 39.95 26.78 33.36
[19.92] [22.20] [21.06]
n =18 n =18 n =36
Weak Social Bonds 30.35 33.43 31.97
[20.37] [19.47] [19.90]
n =18 n =20 n =38
Column Means 35.15 30.28
[20.15] [20.76]
n =36 n =38
Panel B: ANCOVA results, post-recognition response a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
Pre-Existing Relationships 1498.24 1 1498.24 3.71 0.06
38.13 1 38.13 0.09 0.76
Recognition Visibility 462.82 1 462.82 1.15 0.29
Social Bonds*Recognition Visibility 1218.64 1 1218.64 3.02 0.04
Panel C: Simple effects test of post-recognition response a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Recognition Visibility 89.69 1 89.69 0.47 0.64
   Weak Social Bonds
Effect of Recognition Visibility 1552.81 1 1552.81 1.96 0.03
   Strong Social Bonds
1.42 0.08
   Recognition is Public
Effect of Social Bonds 406.17 1 406.17 1.00 0.32









Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility, Non-Recognized Employees:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Post-Recognition Response 
 
 
a The dependent variable represents non-recognized employees’ response to recognition, measured using the valuable 
resources allocated to the employees’ manager (out of 100 units). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-
existing relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been 
excluded (see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate two variables: (1) recognition visibility as Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition), and (2) the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). 
 
C P-values are two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 






Strong Social Bonds 25.25 26.79 26.06
[22.07] [28.10] [25.24]
n =18 n =20 n =38
Weak Social Bonds 39.53 26.47 33.17
[31.49] [27.67] [29.63]
n =20 n =19 n =39
Column Means 32.77 26.64
[27.03] [27.89]
n =38 n =39
Panel B: ANCOVA results,  post-recognition response a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
Pre-Existing Relationships 272.87 1 272.87 0.36 0.55
918.76 1 918.76 1.21 0.28
Recognition Visibility 637.14 1 637.14 0.84 0.36
Social Bonds*Recognition Visibility 940.08 1 940.08 1.24 0.27
Panel C: Simple effects test of post-recognition response a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Panel A: Descriptives by condition for post-recognition response - mean [standard deviation] a
0.13





Effect of Social Bonds 1766.63 1 1766.63 1.53
0.97
   Recognition is Private
Effect of Recognition Visibility 21.52 1 21.52 0.53 0.87
   Strong Social Bonds
Effect of Social Bonds 0.99 1 0.99 0.03
0.15
   Weak Social Bonds




Social Bonds and Gender:  
Descriptive Statistics & Test of Post-Recognition Response  
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ response to recognition, measured using the valuable resources 
allocated to the employees’ manager (out of 100 units). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak (participants complete estimation tasks in groups 
versus individually, respectively). I measure employees’ genders using post-experimental questions. 
 
C P-values two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 





Strong Social Bonds 34.77 29.07 30.92
[26.75] [18.50] [21.18]
n =13 n =27 n =40
Weak Social Bonds 26.79 39.29 33.35
[21.60] [16.38] [18.86]
n =19 n =21 n =40
Column Means 30.03 33.54
[23.69] [17.57]
n =32 n =48
Panel B: ANCOVA results, post-recognition response a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
23.25 1 23.25 0.06 0.81
Gender 215.93 1 215.93 0.53 0.47
Social Bonds*Gender 1544.83 1 1544.83 3.76 0.06
Panel C: Simple effects test of post-recognition response a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Social Bonds
   Gender is Female
Source of Variation
Source of Variation
Effect of Social Bonds













   Strong Social Bonds
Effect of Gender 1557.66 1 1557.66 1.95 0.06
   Weak Social Bonds




Recognition Visibility and Gender:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Post-Recognition Response 
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ response to recognition, measured using the valuable resources 
allocated to the employees’ manager (out of 100 units). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate recognition visibility as Public versus Private (all participants observe recognition versus only 
recognized individuals observe recognition, respectively). I measure employees’ genders using post-experimental 
questions. 
 
C P-values two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 





Public Recognition 26.44 40.68 34.27
[22.45] [15.45] [18.60]
n =18 n =22 n =40
Private Recognition 34.64 27.50 30.00
[25.38] [18.34] [20.81]
n =14 n =26 n =40
Column Means 30.03 33.54
[23.73] [17.02]
n =32 n =48
Panel B: ANCOVA results, post-recognition response a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
117.75 1 117.75 0.30 0.59
Gender 238.65 1 238.65 0.60 0.44
Recognition Visibility*Gender 2167.44 1 2167.44 5.42 0.02
Panel C: Simple effects test of post-recognition response a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Gender 464.29 1 464.29 1.08 0.28
   Private Recognition
Effect of Gender 2006.76 1 2006.76 2.24 0.03
   Public Recognition
1.15 0.25
   Gender is Male
Effect of Recognition Visibility 2070.64 1 2070.64 2.28 0.03









Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility, Low-Extravert Employees:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Pre-Recognition Effort  
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ effort to achieve recognition, measured using the total tasks completed 
in the data-input task (for which recognition was provided). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate two variables: (1) recognition visibility as Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition), and (2) the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). I measure participants’ personality 
traits using post-experimental questionnaires. 
 
C P-values are two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 
Panel A: Descriptives by condition for pre-recognition effort - mean [standard deviation] a






Strong Social Bonds 100.32 83.53 92.39
[14.13] [15.63] [14.84]
n =19 n =17 n =36
Weak Social Bonds 88.63 95.84 92.54
[14.08] [15.16] [14.67]
n =16 n =19 n =35
Column Means 94.97 90.03
[14.11] [15.38]
n =35 n =36
Panel B: ANCOVA results, pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
404.13 1 404.13 1.85 0.18
Recognition Visibility 1.71 1 1.71 0.01 0.93
Social Bonds*Recognition Visibility 2542.81 1 2542.81 11.65
Panel C: Simple effects test of pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
2.50 0.02
   Weak Social Bonds
<0.01
   Recognition is Private
1187.12 1 1187.12 2.33 0.02
2528.22 1 2528.22 3.40 <0.01
452.41 1 452.41 1.44 0.16
   Strong Social Bonds
Effect of Recognition Visibility 1360.21 1 1360.21
Effect of Recognition Visibility
Effect of Social Bonds
   Recognition is Public








Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility, High-Narcissism Employees:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Pre-Recognition Effort  
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ effort to achieve recognition, measured using the total tasks completed 
in the data-input task (for which recognition was provided). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate two variables: (1) recognition visibility as Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition), and (2) the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). I measure participants’ personality 
traits using post-experimental questionnaires. 
 
C P-values are two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 
Panel A: Descriptives by condition for pre-recognition effort - mean [standard deviation] a






Strong Social Bonds 94.74 89.92 91.96
[14.77] [13.78] [14.20]
n =19 n =26 n =45
Weak Social Bonds 83.74 93.68 88.24
[14.76] [18.64] [16.51]
n =23 n =19 n =42
Column Means 88.71 91.51
[14.76] [15.83]
n =42 n =45
Panel B: ANCOVA results, pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
559.75 1 559.75 2.36 0.13
Recognition Visibility 24.27 1 24.27 0.10 0.75
Social Bonds*Recognition Visibility 1684.68 1 1684.68 7.09
Panel C: Simple effects test of pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Recognition Visibility 1029.08 1 1029.08 2.08 0.04
   Weak Social Bonds
Effect of Recognition Visibility 670.25 1 670.25 1.68 0.10
   Strong Social Bonds
<0.01
   Recognition is Public
Effect of Social Bonds 452.41 1 452.41 1.44 0.16










Social Bonds and Machiavellianism:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Pre-Recognition Effort  
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ effort to achieve recognition, measured using the total tasks completed 
in the data-input task (for which recognition was provided). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
 
b I manipulate the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak (participants complete estimation tasks in groups 
versus individually, respectively). I measure participants’ personality traits using post-experimental questionnaires. 
 
C P-values two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 





Strong Social Bonds 93.54 93.51 93.53
[14.48] [14.42] [14.45]
n =39 n =35 n =74
Weak Social Bonds 85.08 93.90 89.55
[14.44] [14.98] [14.71]
n =38 n =39 n =77
Column Means 89.36 93.72
[14.46] [14.71]
n =77 n =74
Panel B: ANCOVA results, pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
614.37 1 614.37 2.88 0.09
Machiavellianism 728.46 1 728.46 3.42 0.07
Social Bonds*Machiavellianism 736.49 1 736.49 3.46
Panel C: Simple effects test of pre-recognition effort a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Machiavellianism 1496.74 1 1496.74 2.65 <0.01
   Weak Social Bonds
Effect of Machiavellianism 0.01 1 0.01 <0.01 0.99
   Strong Social Bonds
0.01
   Machiavellianism High
Effect of Social Bonds 2.71 1 2.71 0.01 0.91










Social Bonds and Recognition Visibility, High-Narcissism Employees:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Post-Recognition Response 
 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ response to recognition, measured using the valuable resources 
allocated to the employees’ manager (out of 100 units). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate two variables: (1) recognition visibility as Private versus Public (only recognized individuals observe 
recognition versus all participants observe recognition), and (2) the strength of the social bonds as Strong versus Weak 
(participants complete estimation tasks in groups versus individually, respectively). I measure participants’ personality 
traits using post-experimental questionnaires. 
 
C P-values are two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 






Strong Social Bonds 39.60 21.50 30.55
[20.12] [17.96] [19.04]
n =10 n =10 n =20
Weak Social Bonds 25.40 37.00 31.20
[21.74] [20.98] [21.36]
n =10 n =10 n =20
Column Means 32.50 29.25
[20.93] [19.47]
n =20 n =20
Panel B: ANCOVA results, employees' post-recognition response a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
4.23 1 4.23 0.01 0.92
Recognition Visibility 105.63 1 105.63 0.26 0.62
Social Bonds*Recognition Visibility 2205.23 1 2205.23 5.38 0.03
Panel C: Simple effects test of employees' post-recognition response a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Recognition Visibility 1008.20 1 1008.20 1.57 0.13
   Weak Social Bonds
Effect of Recognition Visibility 1201.25 1 1201.25 1.71 0.10
   Strong Social Bonds
0.05
   Recognition is Public
Effect of Social Bonds 672.80 1 672.80 1.28 0.21
   Recognition is Private









Recognition Visibility and Psychopathy:  
Descriptive Statistics and Test of Post-Recognition Response 
 
a The dependent variable represents employees’ response to recognition, measured using the valuable resources 
allocated to the employees’ manager (out of 100 units). All analysis includes control for employees’ pre-existing 
relationships (see Section 4). Employees who failed the recognition visibility manipulation check have been excluded 
(see Section 4). 
 
b I manipulate recognition visibility as Public versus Private (all participants observe recognition versus only 
recognized individuals observe recognition, respectively). I measure participants’ personality traits using post-
experimental questionnaires. 
 
C P-values two-tailed, given no theoretical predictions. 





Public Recognition 41.17 31.33 37.89
[19.00] [20.42] [19.47]
n =24 n =12 n =36
Private Recognition 23.50 33.39 26.10
[16.34] [22.11] [17.86]
n =28 n =10 n =38
Column Means 31.65 32.27
[17.57] [21.19]
n =52 n =22
Panel B: ANCOVA results, post-recognition response a
SS df MS F-stat p-value c
934.29 1 934.29 2.24 0.14
Psychopathy 0.01 1 0.01 0.01 0.99
Recognition*Psychopathy 1492.53 1 1492.53 3.58 0.06
Panel C: Simple effects test of post-recognition response a
SS df MS t-stat p-value c
Effect of Psychopathy 721.14 1 721.14 1.32 0.19
   Private Recognition
Effect of Psychopathy 773.56 1 773.56 1.36 0.18
   Public Recognition
0.72
   Psychopathy is High
Effect of Recognition Visibility 1702.42 1 1702.42 2.02 0.05
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APPENDIX A: SIMPLIFIED EXPERIMENTAL TASK EXAMPLE 
 
The table below shows an excerpt from a hypothetical customer listing provided to employee participants.  
Employees locate the loyalty code for a pre-selected customer (i.e., “Melissa Craig” in the example below). 
They then enter the information in the box and click an on-screen “Submit” button.  
 
If employees fail to enter a number or enter incorrect numbers, they are notified a correction is required 
before moving onto the next customer.  
 
All participants receive the same customer list, in the same order.  
 
Name Customer Loyalty 
Code 
Bob Smith 652331 
Alex Robertson 624409 
Jesse Vandali 851612 
Melissa Craig 622243 
Derek Jefferson 319822 
 
Name: Melissa Craig 







APPENDIX B: SIMPLIFIED SOURCE MANIPULATION EXAMPLES 
 
 
PUBLIC EMAIL EXAMPLE: 
 
Public Announcement Being Viewed By All Employees: 
 
 Red Division Green Division Blue Division Orange Division 
Manager [Name] [Name] [Name] [Name] 
Employee [Name] [Name] [Name] [Name] 
Employee [Name] [Name] [Name] [Name] 
Employee [Name] [Name] [Name] [Name] 
Employee [Name] [Name] [Name] [Name] 
 
This announcement is to recognize the highest performers from each division. 
 
Red Division: Your manager would like to recognize and thank [Name1] and [Name2]. Good work, 
[Name1] and [Name2]! 
 
 
Green Division: Your manager chose to recognize and thank employees privately. 
 
 
Orange Division: Your manager would like to recognize and thank [Name3] and [Name4]. Good work, 
[Name3] and [Name4]! 
 
 






PRIVATE EMAIL EXAMPLE: 
 
Private Announcement Being Viewed By You: 
 




APPENDIX C: SIMPLIFIED RESOURCE ALLOCATION TASK  
 
You have been provided with 100 units of valuable resources to divide between you and your manager. 
These resources are valuable: increases in resources lead to increases in the amount of money you will 
receive today.   
 
That is, the more units of resources someone has, the more money they will be paid at the conclusion of 
the experiment. 
 
Additionally, no participants, including your manager, will see how you divide the resources. Managers 
will only be provided with their payment total, which is calculated using a set conversion rate and is a 
combination of all resources they receive from all participants.  
 
In each box below, you can allocate between 0 and 100 units of resources. That is, you cannot input negative 
numbers or numbers over 100. Additionally, total units allocated must equal 100. That is, the sum of the 
numbers in the boxes below must equal 100. 
 
 
Total number of units for you to allocate 100 
Number of units you want to allocate to YOURSELF  
Number of units you want to allocate to YOUR MANAGER  
 











Pages 50-51 provide the worksheets and materials given to subjects upon entering the room. This 
portion of the materials include the instructions for the task overview and the estimation task an 





Pages 52 – 100 provide screenshots of the portion of the experiment administered using zTree 










(Note: Text not in red (in red) represent weaker (stronger) social bond conditions) 
Introduction Materials for Today’s Study 
 
Welcome! Please take a seat at station: # 1 
 
Thank you for participating in today’s study.  In a few minutes, we will begin.  Until then, please 
individually review this sheet and the Informed Consent Form located at the station.   
 
The main task for today will be completed on a computer.  However, before AND after the Computer 
Task, you will be completing multiple Estimation Tasks.   
 
The estimation task is simply guessing the number of candies in containers.  Within each row there are 
four identical containers with the same amount of candies, however, every row has different containers 
and quantities.  To make things more difficult – you’re not allowed to touch the containers!   
 
Here are the steps for today’s session, the experimenter will inform you when to begin each step: 
Step 1: Perform estimation task at your current station and record on back of this sheet.  
Step 2: Move to the 2nd station indicated on the back of this sheet. Perform estimation task and record. 
When announced, move and repeat this step for the 3rd station. 
Step 3: Move to the 4th station.  Begin the computer task (we will all start together).  
Step 4: After the computer task – move to the final station.  Perform Estimation task and record on the 
back of this sheet. 
 
*Important Additional Information* 
Perform each Estimation Task individually (as a row).  That is, you should not (introduce yourself and) 
discuss your estimate or estimation strategy with the other participants in your row.  Each participant 
will complete their own estimate (, however).  
  
You will receive $0.50 for each estimate that is within 10% of the true quantity. This will be added to 
your payment for the main computer task.  You will receive the full payment at the conclusion of the 
session. 
Turn page over for station numbers and space to write your estimations.  
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When announced, please move to the station indicated below and repeat the Estimation Task.  






When announced, please move to the station indicated below and repeat the Estimation Task.  






When announced, please move to the 4th station indicated below – You will now complete the 
Computer task, which will begin shortly. 








AFTER Computer task, when announced, please move to the final station indicated below and repeat 
the Estimation Task.  






You will receive a receipt while you are working on the final estimation task.  Please fill out that receipt 
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